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Abstract: In the last few years, the application of Model Predictive Control (MPC) for energy
management in buildings has received significant attention from the research community. MPC
is becoming more and more viable because of the increase in computational power of building
automation systems and the availability of a significant amount of monitored building data. MPC
has found successful implementation in building thermal regulation, fully exploiting the potential of
building thermal mass. Moreover, MPC has been positively applied to active energy storage systems,
as well as to the optimal management of on-site renewable energy sources. MPC also opens up
several opportunities for enhancing energy efficiency in the operation of Heating Ventilation and Air
Conditioning (HVAC) systems because of its ability to consider constraints, prediction of disturbances
and multiple conflicting objectives, such as indoor thermal comfort and building energy demand.
Despite the application of MPC algorithms in building control has been thoroughly investigated
in various works, a unified framework that fully describes and formulates the implementation is
still lacking. Firstly, this work introduces a common dictionary and taxonomy that gives a common
ground to all the engineering disciplines involved in building design and control. Secondly the main
scope of this paper is to define the MPC formulation framework and critically discuss the outcomes
of different existing MPC algorithms for building and HVAC system management. The potential
benefits of the application of MPC in improving energy efficiency in buildings were highlighted.
Keywords: model predictive control (MPC); building management system (BMS); review; renewable
energy system (RES); performance optimization; HVAC system thermal management
1. Introduction
In the last few years, new concepts and technologies have been conceived to face the critical issue
of increasing energy sustainability in buildings. From a life cycle perspective, this can be achieved by
enhancing the energy efficiency of building envelope and systems and optimising the use of on-site
Renewable Energy Sources (RES), while assuring indoor thermal comfort for the occupants. In fact,
residential and commercial buildings account for approximately 40% of the total primary energy in the
EU and the US [1,2], and the impact of the Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) systems
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is always significant. Considering that usually indoor thermal comfort and building energy demand
are contrasting needs, optimization procedures that aim at finding a trade-off between them are one of
the primary goals of engineers and researchers worldwide [3].
Moreover, the increasing spread of RES and small-size poly-generation systems (potentially
integrating Thermal Energy Storage (TES) systems) in buildings, is definitively changing the paradigm
of energy distribution and the role of buildings in the grid [4]. Buildings’ occupants are becoming
“prosumers” (producers and consumers at the same time), and their behavior during building operation
is becoming of vital importance in enhancing energy performance. The implementation of active
demand initiatives and peak-shaving strategies are expected to increase in the next future to help the
integration of these distributed resources and generation systems in smart distribution grids [5,6].
In this context, the implementation of effective energy management strategies employing
advanced control methods represents an attractive solution to reduce the operational energy demand
of buildings and the mismatch between their energy demand and on-site generation, maximizing the
exploitation of RES. Many investigations proved that more advanced control methods could ensure
significant energy saving when compared to traditional control methods [7].
Advanced control strategies are mainly enabled by the hardware decreasing cost, data accessibility,
and advances of ICT and Energy Management Systems (EMS), which allow the collection, storage,
and analysis of a vast amount of building-related data. For this reason, if the information gathered is
properly processed through data-driven procedures, it may provide crucial knowledge on the actual
building performance and the influence of occupant behavior on the building energy demand [8,9].
As a consequence, the analysis of this monitored data might represent a very effective opportunity to
translate the extracted knowledge into ready-to-implement energy saving and active demand strategies
to enhance energy efficiency in buildings and HVAC systems. Due to this fact, much effort is going to
be devoted to the implementation of more sophisticated and prediction-based control techniques aimed
at optimizing the energy performance of buildings. The application of model- and prediction-based
control techniques capable of searching optimal trade-offs between conflicting objectives is therefore
highly desirable.
Model Predictive Control (MPC) is a well-established method for constrained control and recently
has been receiving extensive attention from researchers in the field of control of buildings and
active components. MPC merges principles of feedback control and numerical optimization. It opens
up possibilities of exploiting energy storage capabilities and optimization of RES on-site generation.
MPC is able to exploit both the predictions of future disturbances (e.g., internal gains, weather, etc.) and
given requirements (e.g., comfort ranges), to anticipate the energy needs of the building and optimize
its thermal behavior on the basis of the defined control goals. Constraints are included directly in the
optimization problem that is solved at each sampling step. Until the past decade, the MPC framework
found a steep path to the practical implementation, because of its high computational demand in
massive optimization problems. With the development of new processors, graphics processing units,
and Cloud computing (and therefore with the exponential increase of available computational power),
MPC is increasingly applied in various types of buildings and energy systems. Just in 2009, predictive
optimal controllers, such as MPC, were considered marginal strategies by a review of advanced
building control systems [10]. However, from that date, the application of MPC in buildings received
continuously increasing attention, as it can be inferred by Figure 1.
The present paper focuses on the formulation of MPC problems for the control and thermal energy
management of buildings as a whole (considering the building and HVAC system dynamics). However,
so far, MPC was also successfully applied to several other applications related to building controls,
but those studies will not be discussed in the present work. For example, the MPC formulation can
be used to control and optimize residential appliances [11–13], the building interaction with a smart
grid or micro-grid [14–19], or an on-site renewable energy generation system. More broadly, MPC
algorithms found successful application in all of those implementations that require management of
Energies 2018, 11, 631 3 of 35
energy resources for building prosumers under designated constraints and dynamic energy pricing
models [20–22].
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The main scope of the present paper is to lay the foundation of an imaginary bridge linking
automation and control engineers with building and mechanical engineers involved in building and
HVAC system design and operation. Indeed, so far, a lack of literature work providing a common
dictionary and a taxonomy to enhance the relationship between those two professional categories
was observed by the authors. Furthermore, even if the MPC control problem for buildings has been
well-discussed in many studies found in the literature, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, a unique,
clear and robust framework summarizing the necessary steps to formulate the control problem does
not exist. Furthermore, the authors feel that more extended discussions and schematics to represent
the operation of an MPC controller in a building could be useful to clarify the central concepts of this
control framework that are sometimes misinterpreted. As a matter of fact, the lack of clear direction in
the literature has generated confusion in some authors, and sometimes the term “Model Predictive
Control” has been improperly used (e.g., calling MPC what actually is a day-ahead optimization
procedure). The present paper aims at covering this gap and clarifying the different aspects concerning
MPC in buildings.
The papers included in this survey were selected with a search of the keywords “Model Predictive
Control”, “MPC”, “Predictive Control/Controller”, “Building” and “HVAC”, on Scopus and Web
of Science. A total of 211 papers were identified and, after screening and removal of studies that were
not in line with the definitions of a Model Predictive Control strategy applied to buildings, 161 papers
were included in this survey. An additional 36 documents were used for defining the overall framework
and individuating possible alternative control methods of the building thermal behavior.
The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 of the present article provides a brief overview
of the control methods alternative to MPC and the previous surveys that investigated the research
application of PC for building and HVAC system control. Section 3 introduces the MPC theory
and application methodology. Sections 4 and 5 present the models necessary to accurately capture
the building dynamics to set up a model-based predictive controller and the main features of the
theoretical and experimental controlled processes respectively. Section 6 defines a clear framework
for the formulation of an MPC strategy specifically for buildings and HVAC systems, highlighting
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the main elements required by the controller. In conclusion, Section 7 discusses pros and cons of an
MPC implementation for building thermal regulation on the basis of the trends undertaken by current
scientific studies and the authors’ vision. In this section, a classification table is also provided, stating
the minimum information required by future studied on MPC applied to the building sector, in order
be thorough and enhance their clarity. The entire review contains many schematics that allow the MPC
problem to be conceptually formulated, promoting a clearer comprehension for the readers.
2. Overview on Building and HVAC System Control Methods
Over the past decades, the implementation of wired and wireless sensors and embedded
controllers in building systems has increased rapidly. The increase in computational power,
the availability of low-cost sensors and the availability of accurate weather predictions allow the
control designers to explore some possible advanced control strategies for optimizing an efficient
building climate control.
The optimization of the living space climate regulation is a problem that has no unique solution
since many variables can be included in the optimization process, in particular when on-site generation
and energy storage are implemented in the building. In general, the goals of an intelligent management
system for energy and comfort include the following:
• Achieving a high comfort level, concerning thermal, air quality and visual comfort.
• Achieving high energy efficiency and minimizing the running cost of the building.
A variety of control logic approaches for building cooling, and heating systems have been
proposed and reported in the literature. The ASHRAE handbook [23,24] offers a thorough review
of existing control methodologies for building energy systems. Classical control has been widely
adopted in building energy systems due to its simplicity in design and low computational complexity
when determining the control signals. The HVAC subsystems are controlled using Rule-Based
Controllers (RBC), based on inferential logic like “if-then-else”, which are each managing a specific area.
For example, On/Off or bang-bang controllers are very common in old building systems without digital
control, and Proportional-Integral-Derivative (PID) control loops are usually implemented in more
modern buildings where heating and cooling systems are equipped with digital control and variable
frequency drives (e.g., pulse-width modulation controls) [24]. At the level of the whole building,
there is generally no optimization, even though there are often highly sophisticated local controllers.
This means that an upper layer capable of optimizing the set-point of each controller, in general,
is lacking. This is due to the high complexity that would be required for each RBC controller and the
fact that it is practically impossible to generalize their rules at a building level [25].
In the 1990s research started to focus on the development and application of intelligent methods
to building control systems. Smart controllers could be optimally tuned for the control of different
subsystems of an intelligent building using evolutionary algorithms [26]. For this purpose, the
learning-based approaches from Artificial Intelligence (AI) techniques offer a different approach to
the energy management problem compared to conventional methods. AI based control can deal with
noisy or incomplete data, and with nonlinearities in the system. After being trained, it can perform
predictions at relatively high speed [27]. The most common AI approach are the Artificial Neural
Networks (ANNs) that have been used extensively for the building predictions and HVAC control
strategies [28,29].
Fuzzy Logic Controllers (FLCs) also offer a potential solution, coupling and integrating the
management of all the different criteria and components of an HVAC system.
Genetic Algorithms (GAs) are optimization tools that can be used to improve the parameters of
other control techniques. The use of GAs has been extensively researched for tuning parameters of
classical controllers [30] and FLCs [31]. GAs were also used to identify the key thermal parameters of
a zone model based on measurements [32], as well as for the optimization of ANN models [33] for the
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control of an HVAC system. Moreover, Gas were exploited for the broader scope of optimizing the
coordination of energy demand, renewable energy generation and energy storage [34].
In the last years, an increasing number of surveys aimed at analyzing the opportunity offered by
the implementation of techniques based on classical control principles were published. From these
works it has emerged that Model Predictive Control (MPC) algorithms are an effective method to
improve building energy efficiency. In particular, the reviews on MPC can be grouped in those focused
on optimal-intelligent control methods adopted for a single HVAC component (e.g., ventilation
systems [35], ground-coupled heat pumps [36], thermal storages [37], window control [38], etc.) or
those that consider the control strategies for the energy management of the entire building. Surveys
can be further classified into two main groups: those that consider MPC just as one among many
possible control methods, and those that are entirely focused on MPC.
2.1. Previous Reviews That Consider MPC Only as One among Many Possible Control Methods
The papers [10,39] are two preliminary surveys dealing with advanced control systems for energy
and comfort management in buildings. In detail, in [39] a useful framework of the early studies
about the model-based supervisory control methods up to 2006 is provided. In [40,41] Demand Side
Management (DSM) procedures are reviewed with the aim to clarify the possible energy management
strategies based on load forecasts and predictions. In [41] MPC is considered as the most diffused
and effective instrument in an energy management optimization framework, which represents the
higher level of intelligent control of a building for the authors. In [3,42] an entire section is focused
on MPC, and a summary of its main features and advantages for energy management is provided.
The recent study [7], provides a detailed overview of the various control strategies that can be applied
to a building, focusing in particular on model-based controllers, such as MPC. This remarkable paper
provides a framework that highlights strengths and weakness of those strategies.
2.2. Previous Reviews That Are Entirely Focused on MPC
To the best of authors’ knowledge, the work of Afram and Janabi-Sharifi [21] can be considered
the most remarkable review on MPC due to the worthy scheme of MPC implementation that it
offers, combined with clear classifications criteria. This review highlights all the steps necessary
to correctly implement the MPC problem and to formulate the optimization problem for building
energy management. This review dates back to 2013. From that time, as far as authors know, more
than 100 new articles have been published about MPC algorithm for building thermal management,
reflecting the increasing magnitude that this topic is getting. Hilliard et al. [22] published in 2014
an excellent review of trend and opportunities for MPC implementation in commercial buildings.
After an introductory description of MPC main features, the article summarizes details of 19 scientific
works using a series of tables that capture the salient points and allow for comparison. Results of this
work were used by the same authors also in [43] to define which are the primary requirements of a
commercial building to be controlled appropriately by MPC. Papers [20,44] are the most recent reviews
on MPC applied to building and HVAC system control. They are both not general surveys, but works
focused on particular aspects of building-related MPC problems. The first one [44] is focused on ANN
based MPC. The second one [20] is focused on occupant behavior based MPC problems for internal
temperature regulation. Eventually, [45] provided a good overview and vision of the current and
future potential applications for MPC building thermal regulation.
3. Model Predictive Control
3.1. Framework and Structure
The dynamic response of the outputs of a system is affected by controlled inputs (or manipulated
variables) and uncontrolled inputs (or disturbances) [46]. A dynamical model of the system can
capture such dynamics. Afterward, the controller can exploit them to make predictions of the possible
Energies 2018, 11, 631 6 of 35
future response of the system as a function of future controlled and uncontrolled inputs. MPC uses
these predictions to select the best sequence of future manipulated variables, according to a specific
performance index. The latter is defined over a time window that starts from the current time and
spans a given prediction horizon in the future. The best sequence is obtained by solving a numerical
optimization problem, that also takes into account the constraints on input and output variables one
must satisfy during the operation of the building. The difference between MPC and open-loop optimal
control is that the former only applies the first optimal move of the sequence at the current time instant,
optimizing a new sequence at the following time-step again. This way of acting and re-planning
continuously over time is denoted as the “receding horizon” concept and is sketched in Figure 2.
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We introduce the following notation to describe the receding horizon problem:
• Current instant (k): the current sampling step the controller is applied.
• Control time-step (Ts): it is the tim between control updat s and iterative receding horizon
optimizati s. The discrete variable k is gener lly used to refer to a specific control time-ste .
• Predicti horizon (Np) (also referred to as planning orizon): the umb r of control time-steps
the controller looks ahead in the future to optimize the cost function under constraints.
• Control horizon (Nc) (also referred to as execution horizon or manipulated input horizon):
the number of possible different values the manipulated variables can take in the future, that
relates to the di ension t optimization vector.
A general framework of the MPC formulation is presented in Figure 3. All the aspects of the MPC
framework shown in this figure are discussed further in the various sections of this paper.
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3.2. MPC Typologies
When solving a building control problem, multiple MPC typologies can be adopted and they have
to be selected accordi g to th nature of th ontrolled process, in particular to the type of p ediction
mod l one has developed to describe it. Consequently, also the optimization algorithms used will
differ dep nding on the nature of the optimization problem.
Th primary goal of what we will refer to as tracking MPC is to reach and closely track an apriori
defined reference trajectory of a controlled variable. Depending on the nature of the controlled system
dynamics, the MPC problem can be either linear or nonlinear. The extension of MPC from linear to
nonlinear problems is not a trivial matter due to additional computational complexity, the reliability
of nonlinear programming solvers, and lack of general purpose nonlinear systems identification
techniques [47].
When the effect of unmeasured disturbances or model mismatch is a concern, sometimes is
useful to embed a model of the possible mismatch between the nominal and real system within the
MPC problem formulation. Generally, with expert knowledge of the controlled process or during
the model validation phase from data, it is possible to define the magnitude of the uncertainties
affecting the system and their effect on the model response. An MPC is called robust MPC when
the stability and the performance specifications are maintained for all possible model variations
and a class of noise signals (uncertainty magnitude) within a specified range [48]. In this case, the
uncertainties are bounded, and the resulting control strategy always satisfies the defined constraints
within the uncertainty range. An alternative solution is offered by the stochastic MPC, where a
stoc stic dynamical model of the process is used to predict its possible future evolution. Disturbances
and constraints are included as r ndom variables with a giv n probability distribution (e.g., Markov
Chains). In case of continuous distributions, one allows for unbounded uncertainties and enforces
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constraints within a finite probability. Contrariwise, in case of discrete distributions, that is if
the uncertainty can only take value from a limited set with a given probability, one can optimize
stochastic measures (such as a trade-off of expectation and variance, or conditional value at risk)
and enforce constraints either for all disturbances (worst-case) or in probability, depending on how
critical are the constraints [49]. A stochastic approach in MPC is often used to simulate the occupancy
disturbances [50,51].
The previously described MPC strategies are designed around an objective function that penalizes
the deviation of an output of the system from a reference trajectory. Generally, in a hierarchal
MPC configuration, the reference trajectories for the set-points are calculated based on economic
considerations (e.g., temperature desired values for optimal energy demand) by the upper supervisory
optimization layer [52]. At a lower level, an MPC can optimize the control sequence of the actuators,
minimizing the control effort to tracking the defined trajectory. Economic MPC refers to a strategy
where temperature trajectories and system set-points are optimized within the same MPC cost function.
The cost function is therefore based on an economic objective rather than the magnitude of the tracking
error. While this takes into consideration the building operational cost, it also implies that the cost
function cannot be used as a traditional Lyapunov function to prove closed-loop stability [53].
In numerous energy management applications, the system is of a hybrid nature, in the sense
that it includes both continuous dynamics (affecting real-values inputs and states) and discrete
dynamics (involving finite-state machines and Boolean input and states), leading to a nonlinear
model with discontinuities. In this case, the optimization most commonly can be cast as a Mixed
Integer Programming (MIP) problem, and the MPC formulation is commonly referred as hybrid
MPC [54]. This MPC approach is frequently used when the operation of the system involves discrete
states, functioning modes, open or closed, On or Off, or scheduling requirements.
The MPC problem can be formulated in an implicit or explicit formulation. While in implicit
MPC the control law is defined by solving the optimization problem in real-time, in explicit MPC
multi-parametric programming algorithms are run offline to recast the control law as a lookup table of
linear gains [55]. Explicit MPC is used in those applications of small size where the computing power
is limited or a very short computational time is needed (e.g., in embedded controllers that are required
to perform the online optimization).
4. Models
It is well-known that the development of an appropriate dynamic model and its identification
are often the most difficult and time-consuming tasks of the control design process, in particular
when applying an MPC strategy. Indeed, models are the cornerstone of MPC and, following the
Camacho and Bordons [47] indications, two different essential models can be discerned within the
implementation of an MPC controller for buildings and their HVAC systems:
• The control-oriented building and its HVAC system model, which represents the thermodynamical
behavior of the building, used by the MPC for the on-line optimization.
• The disturbance models that allow the forecast of the behavior of the uncontrolled variables
affecting the dynamic response of the system.
While the two aforementioned models are always required for the MPC controller implementation,
a further model is necessary at the design and prototype phase:
• The surrogate simulated building model that is a virtual, possibly high-accuracy representation
of the controlled system needed to close the control loop in simulation.
A scheme of the different models entering in MPC problems for building and HVAC systems is
shown in Figure 4.
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in this case the models are calibrated using real data gathered on field. 
• Black-box models (also known as empirical approach): that are developed by fitting parameters 
of a model to historical behavior of the system and do not require full knowledge of the system 
or the process. Black-box models become particularly suitable for predicting the behavior of 
processes where a priori deterministic knowledge of the physical relationship between input 
and output is not univocally defined (e.g., evolution of climatic disturbances and occupant 
behavior related disturbances). 
• Grey-box models: that retain the physical description of the system they represent and their 
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Figure 4. Models involved in MPC problems are highlighted with grey boxes. (a) MPC formulation in
absence of a real controlled system; (b) MPC formulation for real controlled system implementation.
4.1. Modeling the Building and the HVAC System
ASHRAE [23] categorizes modeling methods into two different categories: the forward (classical)
approach and the data-driven (inverse) approach. On the one side, the forward approach (also known
as white box models or engineering methods) presumes detailed knowledge of the various system
processes and interactions. The main advantage of this approach is that the system does not require to
be physically built to evaluate its performance. Thus, in modeling the energy behavior of a building,
the forward approach is usually suitable for preliminary predictions of energy needs and design of
system loads. Reduced order models, quasi-steady-state methods suggested by standards, modified
bin methods and the most common detailed energy simulation tools (e.g., EnergyPlus, TRNSYS, ESP-r
and DOE-2) belong to the forward approach methods [56].
On the other hand the data-driven models were further classified by ASHRAE [23] in three broad
groups, highlighted in Figure 6, that have also been adopted in the following classifications [56–60]:
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• Calibrated simulation models: that are high fidelity response models based on physical principle
to calculate thermal dynamics and energy behavi r of whole building level or for sublevel
components [59]. The approach is the same as the one mentioned in the forward approach, but in
this case the models are calibrated using real data athered on field.
• Black-box models (also known as empirical approach): that are developed by fitting parameters
of a odel to historical behavior of the system and do not require full knowledge of the system
or the process. Black-box odels become particularly suitable for predicting the behavior of
processes where a priori deterministic knowledge of the physical relationship between input and
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output is not univocally defined (e.g., evolution of climatic disturbances and occupant behavior
related disturbances).
• Grey-box models: that retain the physical description of the system they represent and their
parameters can be estimated using system identification methods. Grey-box models have fitting
parameters that include the dynamics of the physical system described. Semi-Deterministic
Physical Modelling (DSPM) uses a Resistance-Capacitance (R-C) electrical network analogue to
explain the thermodynamics of a system. Figure 5 represents an example of R-C modeling of a
building. Usually, the model parameters are estimated by tuning to historical measurements, and
this approach has been presented in a wide variety of papers [61–64].
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4.2. Modelling the Building and the HVAC System
T correctly apply an MPC strategy it is necessary to gen rate a virtual image of the controlled
system, called control- ri nted building model, capable of describing the physics of such controlled
process accurately [65]. This c ntrol-oriented building model must be accurate enou h to ensure
satisfactory pr diction cap bilities and capture the fu ame tal engin ering processes that influence
the dynamics of the controlled buil ing, but at the same time has to be simple to e sure a r asonable
computational tim of the ptimizatio process [25]. Since these system model , even if they are a
simplification of the real physical system, are required to represent its response a cur tely enough
for the optimization to be effective, thus in most cases they are supported by a data-driven approach.
In experimental case studies, historical data of states and disturbances, measured by sensors, can be
utilized for this purpose.
Inputs to the models for prediction and calibration include the most significant climatic
disturbances and occupancy related disturbances, as well as controllable inputs such as the thermal
energy delivered by the HVAC. Common inputs to the thermal model include outdoor temperature,
solar radiation, internal gains (solar or occupancy related) and heating or cooling energy delivered
by the HVAC. The measured response is generally the indoor air temperature; in some cases, mainly
simulated, the measured response can also include the average walls or other building components
temperature [61]. While the measured indoor air temperatures typically are monitored using sensors
integrated into the BAS, the temperature of the walls, floors, ceilings, and other building components
generally are estimated, with no feedback from sensors. In some cases, the HVAC system states can
also be considered in the model (e.g., in [66–68], the TES operation was optimized, by considering it as
a lumped temperature node). Similarly, to the applications where the control-oriented model states
relate to temperature nodes, some other authors include in this model also other variables that affect
the occupants’ comfort. For example, in [69–72] the internal carbon dioxide concentration level is also
considered as controlled variable together with the internal temperature. In [71–74] also the light level
was taken into account. The light level can be controlled using the blinds position, while the carbon
dioxide concentration level was controlled by managing the air change rate.
Energies 2018, 11, 631 11 of 35
From a thermodynamic perspective, a building can be treated as a single-zone or as a multi-zone.
The number of zones coincides with the number of internal nodes that are used to model the
building dynamics. From the MPC prospective and its use in the thermal regulation of indoor
spaces, a multi-zone building can be modeled in its entirety in the control-oriented building model,
in the attempt to find an optimal solution for the operation of the entire building. In other cases,
a distributed approach is taken, where various controllers manage a separate zone. A model with
reasonable prediction properties is an ultimate condition for excellent performance of the predictive
controller, and extensive research has been undertaken to aid the selection of the most appropriate
model for the task [61].
It is unlikely that white-box or calibrated simulation models can be utilized as a control-oriented
building model, as in general they do not provide an explicit model of the building, the identification
and validation of calibrated simulation models are non-trivial processes. White-box models require
building blueprints, significant parameter tuning, and simulation effort. Moreover, since the
complexity, non-linearity, and size of the calibrated simulation responsive models, quickly lead
optimization problems exceed computation timeframes required in a practical control application.
Nevertheless, many researchers have studied the implementation of optimal controllers that use those
calibrated simulation models, interfaced with different optimization toolboxes [75–78]. Some of these
studies demonstrated how the computational time required by the optimization of a high fidelity
model in TRNSYS exceeds the control sampling time [79]. Moreover, high fidelity simulation models
prevent the optimization solvers from exploring the sparse structure of the resulting optimization
problem [80]. In general, the literature offers numerous works deducing that the calibrated simulation
approach is not effective for implementation in controllers [80–82].
In general, black-box models cannot ensure reliable prediction for operating points outside the
range covered by the training data, and thus extensive and adequate data training is needed to
guarantee prediction accuracy. However, state that these models are faster to develop and implement
if sufficient data are available, they are often adopted as control-oriented models capable of ensuring
an accurate system representation.
Grey-box modeling is proven to be an effective method to model the thermal response of a
building [83]. One of the critical targets in development of a grey-box model for an MPC application is
identifying a suitable model is agreement with the physical response of the system and at the same
time has a complexity that can embed the information contained in the data, which means that the
model should neither be under-fitted nor over-fitted [84]. In buildings, grey-box models commonly
use the R-C network analogy with an electric circuitry to describe the thermal process dynamics of a
building zone. Modular construction of the R-C circuit can be followed to describe the behavior of
a multi-zone building as a combination of single zones. Toolboxes for the automatic generation of
control-oriented R-C models were also recently developed [85,86]. A forward selection strategy is used
to find the best model by an iterative process, using the most meaningful and adequately complex
model [84,87].
In most of the cases, grey-box models were formulated using a state-space representation of
Linear Time Invariant (LTI) systems. A discrete state-space model is usually formulated as follows:{
x(k + 1) = Ax(k) + Buu(k) + Bvv(k) + Gw(k)
y(k) = Cx(k) + Duu(k) + Dvv(k) + d(k)
(1)
where u(k) is the vector of manipulated inputs or controlling variables (e.g., the HVAC system control
inputs), v(k) is the vector of measured disturbances affecting the system (e.g., weather), x(k) is the
vector of the system states (e.g., the building temperature nodes), y(k) is the vector of the outputs, d(k)
is the unmeasured random noise on the outputs, and w(k) is the unmeasured random noise on the
measurement of the states. The terms A, Bu, Bv, C, Du, Dv, and G are state matrix, manipulated input
matrix, measured disturbances matrix, output matrix, direct transmission matrix for manipulated
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inputs, direct transmission matrix for measured disturbances, and the matrix of the unmeasured
random noise on the states respectively. The parameters contained in these matrices can be estimated
using system identification techniques. In building applications, similarly to other industrial processes,
the output is not a function of manipulated inputs, resulting in a zero Du matrix. The outputs y(k)
can be either measured (e.g., the indoor air temperature) or unmeasured (e.g., the internal wall
temperature). An alternative to the output-feedback formulation discussed above is the state-feedback
formulation, which assumes that all the states are measured. This formulation is frequently adopted in
building applications.
Some authors prefer not to include the HVAC system model in the MPC formulation and therefore
solve a higher level optimization problem, which returns, for example, the building set-points to
be utilized. Other authors focus on the mathematical description of the HVAC system and its
energy components. This was possible either integrating it with the building model and solving a
complete optimization problem, or considering separately from the building, and therefore introducing
the building (or the precinct) demand as an external disturbance with a forecasted profile in the
optimization problem. Figure 7 reports the fraction of papers found in the literature that use different
control-oriented building models and approaches to the HVAC system modeling.
In the first case, the model takes into account the mutual interaction between building and HVAC
system in the optimization of the energy problem but leads to a higher computational effort. In the
second case, considering for example Air Handling Units (AHUs) and Variable Air Volume (VAV)
boxes for example, the problem acquires a non-linear nature, specifically bi-linear, where one of the
states (e.g., the room temperature) multiplies one of the controlled inputs (e.g., the system air flow
rate) [88–91]. A similar configuration can also be found in the regulation of Fan Coil Units (FCU) [92].
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control-oriented building models; (b) proportion of literature papers considering in the control-oriented
model either the building only, the HVAC only, or both.
Additional complexity can also derive from an intermittent nature of the energy delivery, which
leads to the formulation of an optimal controller of a hybrid system, due to the combination of
continuous and Boolean variables in the optimization problem [93]. HVAC systems integrating RES
thermal generation and energy storage can also exhibit a hybrid nature since they can operate in
various defined operating modes [66,68]. MPC is particularly relevant for them since renewable
thermal energy resources are highly weather-dependent and energy storage allows an offset of the
generation to obtain a better match with the demand.
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A general framework of the alternative scenario dealing with HVAC system modeling in MPC
problems is provided in Figure 8.Energies 2018, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW  13 of 35 
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4.3. The Prediction Models of Disturbances
Disturbances can be either measured or unmeasured. The measured disturbances are generally
part of the dynamic building model, and their impact on the system response is directly captured by
the model. The unmeasured disturbances can have a small or significant effect on the system response,
affecting the uncertainty and the accuracy of the model response.
The measured disturbances can be considered as ideal measurements or as measurements
affected by uncertainty (white noise, stochastic noise, etc.). Signal processing tools generally help
in discriminating the signal noise from the signal itself.
There are three main categories of measured disturbances affecting an MPC problem for HVAC
system and building energy management:
• Climatic disturbances (e.g., external temperature, humidity ratio, Relative Humidity (RH),
wet-bulb temperature, dew-point temperature, solar radiation, wind velocity, ground temperature.
• Occupant behavior related disturbances (e.g., occupied/unoccupied, variation in the scheduled
comfort set-points, internal heat gains/loads, adjacent zones set-points).
• Grid and energy distributor related disturbances (e.g., Time of Use (ToU) or real-time prices, peak
load penalties).
In other cases, the building demand an be tr ated as a single disturbance where th cli atic
c nditions, the occupant behavior and factors affecting the building energy demand are lumped
together [94].
The most straightforward way to determine disturbances aff cting a building is to utilize
commonly available disturb nces patter s, such as Representativ Meteorolo ical Year (RMY), Typical
M teorological Year (TMY), and I ternational Weather for Energy Calculations (IWEC) weather files
or b ildi g demand and occupation p tterns (ASHRAE [23]). In his case, the disturbances can only
be used when assessing seasonal macro trends, but would not be accur e enoug to be utilized for the
short t rm predictions used by optimiz tion methods. For this reason, consid ring the di turbances to
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be equal to the ones provided in these datasets can be used to assess, at a design stage, the simulated
controller performance only, but cannot be used for implementation on a real-time controller.
A more accurate representation of the disturbances affecting the building and its HVAC system
can be achieved for example by analyzing historical data gathered from the BAS. In this case, the
disturbances will be modeled around an existing system, and they can be used for predicting the
performance of an MPC controller when compared to existing standard control logic. For the real-time
applications, accurate short-term predictions are necessary, and two primary possible methods of
forecast can be adopted:
• Online predictions rely on the availability of an internet connection and the possibility to acquire
forecasts from a third party modeling source, that can provide accurate prediction using complex
models [50,57,60] (e.g., weather forecast or future energy prices).
• Offline predictions do not need an internet connection, and they only rely on the data which has
been measured on site, but they require a model that can predict the future disturbances behavior.
These methods are compulsory for the forecast of occupancy related disturbances that are specific
to each case study [50]. The simplest method for offline predictions is based on a rule of thumb
that states that “the conditions of the next hours would be only slightly different from those of the
previous time period” [51,95,96]. More accurate offline prediction methods are those based on
statistical or machine learning models [95–97].
A further prediction method often used in the literature combines the predictions of both offline
and online methods. Indeed, combining the predictions of external models with data gathered on-site
can be useful to calibrate external forecasts—reducing the uncertainty due to discrepancies between
the location of weather stations and building site—and to address the risk of sudden internet service
interruptions. Furthermore, a more straightforward online forecast can be used to adjust an offline
prediction. For example, in [98] minimum and maximum daily forecasted temperature were used to
correct the trajectory of an offline prediction; or in [99] the Support Vector Machine (SVM) method was
used to forecast day-ahead electricity tariff prices based on past spot market prices and grid load levels.
Figure 9a shows the forecasting methods used by previous scientific works and Figure 9b
summarizes the scenarios concerning the type of disturbances subject to these predictions.
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5. The Controlled Systems
The MPC framework is suitable for the management of buildings, regardless of their typology and
classification (e.g., residential, educational, commercial, institutional). Figure 10a shows that theoretical
and experimental studies available in the literature cover very heterogeneous building classifications.E ergies 2018, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW  15 of 35 
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The prototyping and testing of an MPC algorithm can be achieved by implementing the controller
on an experimental case study or a simulated surrogate building model. In any experimental case study,
simulations (even if using simplified models) are still necessary during controller design to properly
set up the controller parameters and ensure reliable performance under different boundary conditions.
When the MPC algorithm is applied experimentally, an adequate BAS and integration platform
is necessary. Firstly, the correct sensors integrated into the BAS are required to monitor the variables
needed for the model embedded in the MPC to estimate the response of the system, and that
adequate control inputs are associated to the process components. The MPC algorithm, especially
in a research study or testing phase, is not embedded in the local controller of the building, but a
separate computer performs the online optimization and exchanges information with the BAS at each
control time-step employing a communication protocol. The computation of the solution and therefore
the communication can be either local (using a computer and a communication protocol, such as
Modbus, Bacnet, Obix, etc.) or the optimization can be done off-site, where there is a remote server
and the exchange of information is done over the internet. A typical schematic of a real experimental
implementation of MPC is shown in Figure 11.
In most of the cases available in the literature, surrogate simulated building models have been
used to test MPC performance. On the one hand, when the building is ideal or monitoring data is
not available, the surrogate simulated building model follows a forward approach. This one is the
typical case of the theoretical studies on the MPC performances or the evaluation of MPC at building
design stage. In particular, for theoretical studies, the building can be represented by an archetype
that allows to carry out simulations to obtain performance indicators on the MPC algorithm on a
building category. On the other hand, when there is an existing case study building, where operative
data can be gathered in the field, the surrogate simulated building model can be built using either a
forward approach or a data-driven approach. This scenario occurs when it is necessary to investigate
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the possible benefits achievable through the MPC algorithm compared to an existing logic already
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The most common issue when testing an MPC algorithm on a simulated building is that it is
quite challenging to integrate an MPC controller into a building simulation software, leaving the
MPC algorithm in most cases on a different external software platform., The two platforms must be
interfaced at each control time-step with each other to evaluate the performance of the controller. In this
interface, the surrogate building model sends information on the current states and disturbances to the
controller, which computes the optimization and responds with the set of actions that the surrogate
building model has to apply at the next time-step. Sometimes, when a detailed simulated surrogate
building model is not available, simulation studies can be performed utilizing the control-oriented
building model also as surrogate building model to test the closed-loop performance of the MPC
controller and speed up the procedure. This aspect can be achieved by utilizing software that
already embeds an external interface (e.g., TRNSYS—Type 155) or using packages that have been
developed for time-step coupling of two platforms, such as Building Controls Virtual Test Bed (see
https://simulationresearch.lbl.gov/bcvtb) or MLE+ for Matlab/Simulink interfacing with EnergyPlus
(see http://www.madhurbehl.com/mleplus.html).
6. MPC Parameters That Define the Building Control Law
6.1. The Receding Finite Horizon Problem for Building Applications
The choice of horizons length is of crucial importance for a practical MPC implementation.
The control horizon must be smaller or equal to the prediction horizon. Typically, the added value
of having many free control moves is limited, as the accuracy of the prediction model decreases
with the prediction horizon. In many research works there is no clear distinction between the two
horizons, and possibly assume that they were set to equal length. The selection of time-step, control
horizon, and prediction horizon is influenced by the time constants and the dynamical behavior of the
controlled processes. Heat and mass transfer processes in buildings are prolonged, thus the control
time-step can be relatively widened when compared to other industrial processes. Typically, because
of HVAC systems have faster dynamic responses, they require smaller control time-steps (from a few
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seconds to a few minutes) compared to when the MPC only manages the building’ dynamics (from a
minute to an hour). If on the one hand short horizons reduce the computational effort of the controller,
on the other hand, they can affect its reliability by neglecting the effect of a portion of the dynamics
of the system. If the horizons are set too long compared to the control time-step, this could lead to
much higher computational times, without a significant improvement in the controller performance.
Moreover, because the optimal solution is based on disturbances forecast with inherent uncertainty, an
excessive length of the horizons can affect the reliability of the forecasts and therefore the optimality of
the solution found.
Referring to the applications reviewed in this paper, Figure 12 shows the frequency distribution of:
(a) sampling times, (b) the prediction horizons and (c) the ratio of prediction horizon on sampling
time (number of optimization steps). From the distribution of Figure 12c can be inferred how small
time-steps also require short horizons, so that the number of optimization steps remains of the same
order of magnitude and consequently the computational effort to solve the optimization problem.
En rgies 2018, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW  17 of 35 
 
controller performance. Moreover, because the optimal solution is based on disturbances forecast 
with inherent uncertainty, an excessive length of the horizons can affect the reliability of the forecasts 
and therefore the optimality of the solution found. 
Referring to t e applications reviewed in this paper, Figure 12 shows the frequency distribution 
of: (a) sampling times, (b) the prediction horizons and (c) the ratio of prediction horizon on sampling 
time (number of optimization steps). From the distribution of Figure 12c can be inferred how small 
time-steps also require short horizons, so that the number of optimization steps remains of the same 
order of magnitude and consequently the computati al effort to s lve the optimization problem. 
 
Figure 12. Frequency distributions emerging from the survey of the scientific literature of MPC 
problems for building and HVAC system regulation: (a) sampling times; (b) prediction horizons; (c) 
ratio of prediction horizon on sampling time (number of optimization steps). 
6.2. BAS and MPC Control Architecture 
The control inputs calculated by the MPC, which coincides with the outputs that the controller 
uses to actuate the system, are used to affect the system to reach the control goals. The output of an 
MPC algorithm is the optimal control sequence for each control input over the controlling horizon, 
and at each time-step only the first element of this array is applied. The physical actuation of the 
control inputs is generally achieved using actuators at different levels, which can regulate the heating 
and cooling delivery, the fans or pumps speeds, or the dampers, valves and windows positions. 
The MPC problem can be formulated contemplating different levels of controller outputs. It can 
control the actuators directly, or be expressed as a hierarchical controller, that provides the 
trajectories that lower level controllers have to follow. Generally, the scope of the MPC algorithm is 
to define the trajectory of the internal set-points, and how to track them is demanded to various lower 
level controllers. When all the controllers of the lower layer are MPC, the configuration is defined as 
hierarchical MPC that can be either tracking MPCs or classical controllers (e.g., RBC, PID, etc...). 
Hierarchical MPC is composed at least by an upper MPC layer with a more extended control time-
step and horizon that decides the operation of the building processes, also addressing complex 
0-
5m
in
6m
in
-1
5m
in
16
m
in
-3
0m
in
31
m
in
-5
9m
in
60
m
in
>6
0m
in
N
um
be
r o
f p
ap
er
s
0-
10
m
in
11
m
in
-6
0m
in
61
m
in
-2
3h 24
h
25
h-
48
h
>4
8h n.
a
0-
12
13
-2
4
25
-4
8
49
-9
6
>9
6
Figure 12. Frequency distributions emerging from the survey of the scientific literature of MPC
problems for building and HVAC system regulation: (a) sampling times; (b) prediction horizons;
(c) ratio of prediction horizon on sampling time (number of optimization steps).
6.2. BAS and MPC Control Architecture
The control inputs calculated by the MPC, which coincides with the outputs that the controller
uses to actuate the system, are used to affect the system to reach the control goals. The output of an
MPC algorithm is the optimal control sequence for each control input over the controlling horizon, and
at each time-step only the first element of this array is applied. Th physical act ation of the control
inputs is generally achieved using actuators at different levels, which can regulate the heating and
cooling delivery, the fans or pumps speeds, or the dampers, valves and windows positions.
The MPC problem can be formulated contemplating different levels of controller outputs.
It can control the ctuators directly, or be expressed as hierarchical controller, that provides the
trajectories that lower level controllers have to follow. Generally, the scope of the MPC algorithm
is to define the trajectory of the internal set-points, and how to track them is demanded to various
lower level controllers. When all the controllers of the lower layer are MPC, the configuration is
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defined as hierarchical MPC that can be either tracking MPCs or classical controllers (e.g., RBC, PID,
etc...). Hierarchical MPC is composed at least by an upper MPC layer with a more extended control
time-step and horizon that decides the operation of the building processes, also addressing complex
optimization goals. The output of this upper layer enters in a number of lower layer MPC controllers,
that have a shorter control time-step and prediction horizon, and are designed to track the set-point
trajectories defined by the upper control layer. Another similar architecture is represented by the
cascade MPC, which presents various layers that run optimizations at the same frequency, without a
higher level controller that acts as a supervisor. In the cases where the MPC also model the HVAC
system, it is required to manage system set-points and schedules, as well as higher level decisions.
For instance, the building and its HVAC system can be set into a specific operating mode (e.g., thermal
storage charging or discharging modes, natural or mechanical ventilation modes [66,68,93,98,100–102]).
A further classification of MPC architectures must be discussed. Figure 13 shows the three
possible configurations of the MPC architecture and their interface to the building. The centralized
MPC configuration of Figure 13a is a solution for the management of an entire building and its HVAC
system, using a single MPC law. The building and its systems dynamics, their interaction and the
disturbances by which they are affected are considered in a single optimization problem, which takes
into consideration their constraints and mutual influences. While this configuration allows explicit
modeling of the system dynamics, the computational effort can grow quite significantly with the
system and process complexity. Moreover, a failure of the central MPC controller could cause severe
issues with the entire building energy management, making it harder to isolate the problem. In the
decentralized MPC approach, shown in Figure 12b, each component is regulated by an independent
controller that does not consider events occurring to other elements of the control chain/structure.
The mutual interactions among factors are regarded as unknown external perturbations to the model
using this approach; the stronger the correlations of performance between these components, the
more the reliability of the controller can be affected. The distributed MPC approach of Figure 13c has
been considered an attractive solution for large-scale dynamically coupled building systems by many
researchers [92,103–109], because it incorporates positive features of both centralized and decentralized
configurations, merged in a single controller. This cooperative behavior of every individual controller
improves the global control performance when compared to the decentralized structure. At the same
time, the computational effort is significantly reduced when compared to a centralized control method,
due to the possibility of sharing the computational workload between controllers. An excellent
comparison between the performance of centralized, decentralized and distributed in building energy
management MPC configurations is presented in [92,104,106].
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6.3. Constraints
One of the main advantages of utilizing MPC to control building systems is the possibility to
include physical constraints into the formulation of the control problem, embedding them in the
optimization algorithm. Table 1 summarizes the possible constraints features.
Table 1. Constraints features in an MPC formulation.
Formulation Position Restriction Time Variation Kind
Equality System states Hard Constant Rate
Inequality Actuators Soft Time varying Range
Constraints can be formulated both as equalities or inequalities, according to how they relate to
their counterpart of the real system. When the problem constraints are rigid and it is mandatory that
they are satisfied, they are defined as hard constraints, while they are identified as soft constraints
if they represent a flexible boundary and it is not strictly required that they are satisfied. Generally,
soft constraints are formulated using a slack variable that can move the boundary of a certain amount,
with an associated penalty in the cost function. The higher is the cost associated with this slack variable,
and the closer the solution of the problem will be to the one where the constraints are considered to
be hard. From a time perspective, constraints can be either constant or time varying limits that change
according to a schedule, the occurrence of events or variations of the problem boundary conditions.
Constraints can be allocated to system states and system inputs. Constraints on systems
states are generally used to handle the occupants’ comfort (e.g., maximum or minimum bounds
for the indoor temperature [110]), or the allowable temperature range affecting an active building
component (e.g., TES tank operating range [111]). The constraints allocated to system inputs refer
to physical limitations or imposed bounds on the system actuation components, or input variables.
The system input constraints can include maximum and minimum limits both for the range (e.g.,
minimum or maximum power of a heat pump [112] or a terminal unit [104], valve/damper position
limits [113]) and for the rate of change of their operation (e.g., boiler or heat pump response rate [112],
valve/damper/pump/fan change rate [114]). Because of their physical meaning, constraints on
actuators are typically formulated as hard constraint, while the constraints on the system states can be
softened in some cases [112,115]. For example, softening a constraint on an indoor temperature
operation range, represents an undesirable situation that might be considered acceptable and
advantageous under specific circumstances.
Additional terms that affect how the controller states behave at the end of the prediction horizon
are the terminal constraint and the terminal weight. The terminal constraint imposes the desired
state configuration to be attained at the end of the prediction horizon, while the terminal weight acts
as an incentive (but not a necessary condition to satisfy) to the same goal. Both are often used to
guarantee closed-loop stability. For example, a terminal constraint can be used to ensure that a TES
tank continuously stores a minimum level of energy to satisfy the demand of the following day [116].
6.4. Control Goals and Objective Functions
The construction of the optimization function depends on the global objectives that it is desired
to achieve in the controlled process. One of the primary goals is ensuring that the controller meets
the constraints and operates reliably. The stability of the controller and minimization of the control
effort (variation of control inputs in two subsequent time instants) are two typical objectives of
the optimizations. Other key objectives could be defined by the preferences the building occupants,
the requirement of stakeholders or energy managers. In the first case these requirements are mostly
related to comfort factors (e.g., target tracking for indoor temperature regulation, maintaining the
internal ambient temperature in bounds ensuring the thermal comfort, minimizing occupants’ thermal
discomfort hours), whether in the latter the drivers are mostly economic factors (e.g., reduction
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of overall energy demand or greenhouse gases emissions, minimization of the operational costs,
maximization of RES productivity). Other factors commonly considered in the objective function are
the constrained on-line system operations optimizations or the peak load shifting or shaving. The cost
function has to be chosen based on the requirements of the specific application.
The MPC cost function aims at reducing a multi-objective problem into a scalar objective.
This is achieved by weighting and adding the various terms in the cost function of the following
exemplary form:
min
Np
∑
k=1
[
Wx
∣∣∣∣∣∣x(k)− x(k)re f ∣∣∣∣∣∣nx + Wy∣∣∣∣∣∣y(k)− y(k)re f ∣∣∣∣∣∣ny]
+
Np−1
∑
k=0
[
Wu
∣∣∣∣∣∣u(k)− u(k)re f ∣∣∣∣∣∣nu + W∆u||u(k)− u(k− 1)||n∆u]
(2)
where x is the vector of system states, y is the vector of outputs, and u is the vector of manipulated
variables or control inputs. Typically, only x or y is employed in the cost function, the first one
when the control-oriented building model is formulated as state-feedback, while the second one in
output-feedback formulations. The discrete index k denotes time steps along the prediction horizon.
The term u(k) − u(k − 1) indicates inputs increment over the prediction horizon and is an indication
of the control effort. The subscripts ref were adopted to show the reference trajectories or set-points.
Wx, Wy, Wu, and W∆u are the weight matrices, which can vary along the prediction horizon. Np is
the prediction horizon. If the prediction horizon Np is larger than the control horizon Nc, then the
control inputs following Nc are assumed constant. The terms n indicate the norm dimensions in the
cost function. The solution of the minimization of the objective function under constraints yields an
optimal control sequence u*. This is a trajectory of the optimal control moves along the prediction
horizon that optimizes the problem requirements according to the cost function weights and subject
to the constraints defined by the user. Only the first control input u*(0) is applied to the controlled
building. Afterward, the receding horizon moves one control time-step ahead and the optimization
procedure is repeated. Alternative formulations of the objective function are possible according to the
problem peculiarities.
When formulating an MPC algorithm, the occupant comfort is generally considered as a
pre-determined set-point or set-point trajectory to track or as thermal bounds. This is the simplest way
to ensure a positive thermal sensation of the occupants. This formulation avoids adding computational
effort to the optimization problem due to non-linearities. Moreover, it allows simple implantation
of sensors’ feedback to the controller in experimental applications. The set-point trajectory can be
constant in time [117] or time-varying [118–120]. This set-point can be included in the formulation of a
tracking MPC problem, entering in the objective function as a state reference xref(k) or a system output
reference yref(k). It is also possible to include set-points as thermal bounds, and therefore as hard or
soft constraints, weighted in the cost function.
In order to better assess the occupants’ comfort, detailed thermal sensation indices can be
introduced in the MPC formulation. For example, the Predicted Mean Vote (PMV) or the Predicted
Percentage of Dissatisfied (PPD) are the most widely recognized indices to evaluate thermal
comfort [121–123]. Even if it provides a more detailed indication of the human thermal sensation
than set-points or thermal bounds, the introduction of PMV in an MPC problem has significant
drawbacks [124,125]. Firstly, since PMV is intrinsically nonlinear, it affects the formulation of the MPC
by dramatically increasing the computational effort of the optimization. In general, it is introduced as
a further non-linear function in the MPC objective function. Therefore, this formulation requires the
adoption of non-linear optimization methods that cannot guarantee that the optimization will reach the
optimal solution. Several studies the possibilities of implementing the comfort indices evaluation into
MPC formulations [77,126–131]. Some authors use a comparison between PMV and Actual Mean Vote
(AMV) to merge information from occupants’ feedback and data from sensors [130,132] to improve the
decision of their thermal comfort.
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The weighting matrix Wu assigns a cost to the control inputs when comparison to references
defined in the array uref(k). In the economic MPC formulation, it can be directly related to the energy
prices of the different energy sources adopted in the process. A typical example is trying to minimize
the energy demand of an HVAC system. Since the model generally considers the thermal delivery to the
building, it is necessary to convert this energy to the electrical demand of this equipment. This fact can
be achieved either by including a constant or linear representation of the Coefficient of Performance
(COP) of the studied unit in the control-oriented model or in the linear cost function [68,90,100].
In other cases, where the COP is described by a more detailed non-linear function (e.g., non-linearly
dependent on system states and disturbances), it can be included in the optimization problem with a
non-linear cost function, similarly to the case of the PMV [133,134]. The weighting matrix W∆u assigns
instead a cost to the derivative of the control inputs and therefore their rate of change, ensuring the
stability of the system and avoiding excessive fluctuations that can damage the actuators.
The objective function can be expressed in the following forms:
• Quadratic, also referred as “norm 2” (n = 2). Quadratic cost functions are more common in
tracking MPC problems, where the distance from a reference trajectory (e.g., the internal set-point
temperature [117,135]) has to be minimized and the fact that the penalty function is quadratic
helps with stability and reduced computational effort of the controller (e.g., the on/off switching
of the HVAC system and its components [50,100,105,106,127,136–138]).
• Linear, also referred as “norm 1” (n = 1). Linear cost functions are the most common in building
energy management in problems where the costs allocated to the elements of the weighting
matrices must be comparable with each other, for example when trying to minimize building
operating cost or maximize RES exploitation in an economic MPC.
• Min/Max, also referred as “norm infinite” (n = ∞). This configuration is the less frequent for
building and its HVAC system control purposes. It is mainly used when the control goals focus
on the peak values [108,139–145], such as reducing or shifting the power peak load or minimizing
the maximum daily PPD value [75].
Thermodynamical processes in buildings are generally characterized by long response times, and
therefore stability is not a primary concern, allowing all the three forms of the cost function to be
commonly utilized in the optimization problems [21].
Figure 14a shows the fraction of different objective function formulations in MPC applied to
building and HVAC system management found in this survey; while Figure 14b clusters the possible
factors considered as optimization goals.
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6.5. Optimisation Algorithms and Programming Languages
The optimization problems that the MPC has to solve highly depend on the nature of the controlled
system and the objective cost function defined to assess the control goals. The nature of heat and mass
transfer phenomena affecting buildings is intrinsically non-linear [146]. However, those processes can
be treated as a Linear Time-Invariant (LTI) system, under proper assumptions and simplifications in
the control-oriented model (e.g., RC networks with fixed material features and linearized radiative
heat transfer coefficient). The constrained problem that includes these LTI systems to be optimized,
generally leads to a Linear Programming (LP) or a Quadratic Programming (QP) optimization problem,
depending on if a linear or quadratic cost function was chosen.
Systems that contain discrete variables, such as Boolean variables (e.g., heater on/off) or
defined operating modes (e.g., natural/mechanical ventilation mode or charging/discharging of
a battery [67,69]), or scheduling problems (e.g., heating system operation time [147]), generally have a
hybrid nature (formulated as Mixed Logical Dynamical (MLD) or Piecewise Affine (PWA) systems),
and they lead to a Mixed Integer Programming (MIP) optimization problem. Also in this case,
depending on the cost function, the problem can take the form of a Mixed Integer Linear Programming
(MILP) or Mixed Integer Quadratic Programming (MIQP) problem, which are generally solved using
an LP- or QP-based branch-and-bound algorithm. The problem complexity grows significantly with
the number of discrete variables included in the optimization problem.
Another typology of non-linear systems is the bilinear system (e.g., for VAV systems or fan-coils).
In this case, either non-linear optimizers or Sequential Linear Programmers (SLP) or Sequential
Quadratic Programmers (SQP) can be employed to solve the problem. These approaches solve the
problem by iteratively linearizing around the state trajectory computed in the previous iteration until
convergence is achieved.
When the problem to be solved has a non-linear nature and a mathematical solution is not possible
(e.g., the only way to find the response of the system to variable inputs is to entirely simulate the
response of the model iteratively), a near-optimal solution can be found. This solution can be reached
using optimization algorithms that can at least reduce the number iteration when compared to a “brute
force” method, where all the possible combinations of inputs have to be iteratively simulated. This case
is typical when black-box or white-box models are employed to model the response of the system.
Furthermore, non-linear optimization methods are also required when the objective function handles
non-linear terms, such as the PMV calculation or a non-linear COP formulation. To this purpose, the
commonly used optimization methods are Genetic Algorithms (GAs) and Particle Swarm Optimization
(PSO), which can reduce the number of iterations necessary to find a near-optimal solution. Due to the
iterative nature of these optimization methods, the computational effort required to simulate the model
becomes very significant, making the use of white box models not viable in most cases. A framework
of the frequency distribution of the optimization methods used in the various MPC problems available
in the scientific literature is highlighted in Figure 15.
The most commonly utilized platforms for the implementation of an MPC algorithm are Matlab,
for which a number of toolboxes have been developed to make the development of an MPC
controller more manageable (e.g., Matlab MPC Toolbox, MPT Toolbox, Hybrid Toolbox, Yalmip), Scilab
(open-source software similar to Matlab), Python and C++. To solve the optimization problem many
open-source solvers are available (e.g., GLPK), as well as faster commercial solvers (e.g., CPLEX, [148]).
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7. Critical Discussion and Conclusions
This survey has so far aimed at providing a clear framework and a complete overview of the
applications of MPC algorithms to regulate buildings and their HVAC systems. In this section
the authors attempt to deliver their vision to the readers, exploring and discussing the trends
emerging from the survey undertaken. Some of the studies that were not cited in the aforementioned
survey [149–194] were still considered in the general statistics presented in the present work.
Quantitatively evaluate the potential benefits achievable by means a control strategy is not
a simple task. Indeed, a comparable benchmark is necessary for this purpose, and this is not
always readily available. When the MPC is retrofitted to an existing building, the building baseline
performance before the MPC implementation could be used as a reference [195]. Nevertheless, if the
study is completely based on theoretical simulations, the baseline controller that defines this reference
performance has to be arbitrarily set by the authors of the paper. Furthermore, in experimental
implementations, different boundary conditions normally occur in different tests—regarding weather
conditions, occupancy patterns, etc.—and therefore it is not simple to compare consistently the
performance of controllers that were acting on the same building at different times.
Figure 16a shows the average percentage of energy reduction related to an MPC implementation
in the surveyed papers. These results are similar to the qualitative analysis of expected potential
energy reduction outlined in 2010 by Oldewurtel et al. [72] and reported in Figure 16b. In almost all
these studies the MPC algorithm outperforms the baseline controller also concerning satisfaction of
the comfort requirements [151]. Since in these studies different long-term comfort indicators were
used [147], a detailed comparison of the results was not achievable. Furthermore, MPC controllers
also led to dramatic reductions of peak loads when they were considered part of the control goals
(generally around 30%) either with an explicit formulation in the objective function or with an indirect
variable energy prices policy.
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Figure 16. (a) Frequency distribution of the papers about the extent of energy saving consequent to the
implementation of MPC algorithms; (b) estimation of energy saving potential exploitable employing
the implementation of MPC algorithms for building energy management.
A further advantage of MPC is given by its ease of reconfiguration and adaptability to changes in
the controlled system. For example, in building and HVAC applications the objective function may
include terms describing the cost of energy. In this case, it is straightforward to update the weights
to reflect fluctuations in the energy price, with no other changes to the controller. This aspect, which
is also crucial for scalability of MPC technologies, is barely evaluable in terms of key performance
indicators and was usually not considered in the literature papers.
Authors individuated three main critical aspects in the implementation of MPC algorithms
in buildings, which can significantly affect its operative performance. Firstly, the accuracy of the
model, of the weather forecasting and the disturbances prediction strongly affects the performance of
MPC optimization and the potential benefits achievable in terms regarding control goals satisfaction.
Secondly, utilizing an MPC algorithm in the supervisory control layer requires sufficient computational
power and proper system calibration to ensure bumpless integration with existing low-level controllers.
The last and probably most significant issue is related to the existing great variety of building
classifications and architectures. Indeed, every building is unique in terms of thermodynamic
response—due to the different geometry, construction, end uses, occupancy patterns, weather location,
etc.—and MPC algorithms must be customized to fit the specific building features. As an example,
the control-oriented building models cannot be easily standardized to represent the whole variety of
buildings, introducing a significant challenge in the controller development.
Such singularities also cause difficulties in providing a pre-defined general step-by-step guideline
for the development of a building MPC control strategy. Nevertheless, the statistics undertaken in the
present survey allowed the main trends to be outlined. These trends are based on the classification
proposed in Table 2.
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Table 2. Categories used in the present survey to undertake statistical trend in MPC formulation for
buildings and HVAC systems.
Model Type Model of Study Building Classification Forecast Method
Reduced order Building Simulated Commercial Offline
Detailed simulation Building + HVAC Experimental Educational Online
Calibrated grey-box HVAC system - Residential Database
Black-box - - Other Offline + online
Disturbances Formulation Goal Optimization
Weather Linear Economic LQ
Occupancy Quadratic Comfort QP
Prices Infinite Other MILP
Load Combo Combo MIQP
Combo - - SLP
- - - SQP
- - - Other NL
Despite the growing diffusion of theoretical works, from Figure 10b it emerges that the number of
real buildings actually implementing MPC strategies was relatively small. Up to date, the Illawarra
Flame house [67–69] in Wollongong and 10 households in Brugg [111], the 3E Headquarters in
Brussels [149] and a commercial Building in Allschwil [82,116], a building of the Czech Technical
University in Prague [115,153], the UC Merced Campus [62] and the Engineers Construction
Engineering Research Laboratory (CERL) in Champaign [152], and the airport of Adelaide [102,150,196]
represent the most exciting examples of practical implementation of MPC algorithms in buildings.
These applications cover all building classifications—residential, commercial, educational, and other
respectively—and are located in various climatic locations.
In this context, a last question remains open, related to the potential future market penetration
rate of MPC for building energy management. The answer to this question needs to take into account
that only ten years ago MPC was almost not considered as a potential building control method. Killian
and Kozek [45] compared this situation for MPC in building control systems to the one in the early
90’s of MPC in the process industry. In the early 90’s only very few experts in the field knew how
to set up and commission an MPC control system successfully in the industrial processes. However,
after a massive adoption of these controllers in the last decades, MPC proved to be one of the most
widespread, reliable and best-performing methods in the processes industry [197]. Nowadays, the
primary barrier to a more substantial MPC adoption in the building industry is the intrinsically tricky
scalability of the technology, since every building is unique, significantly increasing the controller cost.
Tools that help with the design of the control-oriented model should be introduced, in order to reduce
the effort and the know-how required in the controller set up. Furthermore, building archetypes
coupled with proper setting guidelines should be constructed to standardize the control-oriented
models partially.
This literature review showed that these algorithms lead to meaningful energy savings, which
approximately are around 15–20%. These values prove that MPC implementation represents an
excellent opportunity to reduce buildings carbon footprint and achieve substantial cost benefits.
Furthermore, the established effectiveness whereby MPC algorithms deal with peak shifting and
demand-side management allow this technology to be considered as one of the most suitable for
integration of buildings in smart grids. This fact represents a crucial perspective for the energy market,
which continuously requires further flexible loads to mitigate the RES supply fluctuation.
From the theoretical perspective, it is crucial to investigate better how the occupant behavior
and the occupancy patterns affect the algorithm performance and how to best predict them. At the
same time, it is important to study further the robust, stochastic or scenario-based formulations,
which allow the uncertainty related to the forecast of disturbances in the optimization problem to
be considered. Important steps in this direction were already made in [50,51,74,92,108,145]. Besides,
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benchmarking strategies for experimental applications should be defined. Promising solutions for
comparing experimental tests on the same building at different times were proposed in [111,149].
In conclusion, to accelerate the market penetration of MPC algorithms, it is necessary to explicitly
identify which are the most promising building classifications and stakeholders that can take advantage
of its implementation. The papers of Hilliard et al. [22,43] provided an excellent overview of the
building requirements that allow MPC algorithms to be effective. The size of the building must be large
enough to make an MPC algorithm a cost-effective technological solution. In large buildings, the capital
investment to implement the MPC technology is relatively smaller when compared to the reduction in
operating cost. The benefits are more marginal when the MPC is applied to small buildings. Moreover,
possibilities of active and passive storage strategies, flexibility of the constraints and alternation
between occupied and unoccupied periods were individuated as the essential requirements for a
worthy building predictive control. The BAS must be at a sufficient technological level to be able to
integrate an MPC controller input and output signals. In general, modern commercial, institutional
and educational buildings satisfy these requirements and therefore are the most likely candidates for a
straightforward practical implementation of an MPC in their supervisory building control system.
It can be misleading to consider those existing manufacturers of building automation system
components are the only stakeholders that can benefit from the deployment of an MPC controller.
Large organizations can be fairly conservative in the adoption of disruptive control strategies, due
to the risks associated with potential failures and the sunk costs related to their existing strategies.
For this reason, the authors believe that a higher adoption rate of MPC in buildings can be led by
control system installers, capable of involving both BAS system manufacturers and stakeholders that
would directly benefit from the MPC implementation. For example, building owners, energy managers
or ESCOs (Energy Saving COmpanies) could see in MPC a real possibility to maximize both occupants’
comfort and energy savings, reducing at the same time users’ complaints and energy bills. Energy
providers could also see the potential of MPC as an opportunity to implement demand response
strategies directly.
Acknowledgments: This research was partially supported by the starting grant awarded to Alfonso Capozzoli by
Politecnico di Torino.
Author Contributions: Gianluca Serale, Massimo Fiorentini, and Alfonso Capozzoli conceived the paper and
designed the structure of the review work; Gianluca Serale and Massimo Fiorentini collected the relevant references
and drafted most of the article. Alfonso Capozzoli mainly focused on Sections 2 and 4; Daniele Bernardini and
Alberto Bemporad mainly focused on Sections 3, 5 and 6. The authors wrote together the introduction and
conclusion and revised the overall work.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.
References
1. Energy Information Administration (EIA). 2012 Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey Data; EIA:
Washington, DC, USA, 2012.
2. International Energy Agency (IEA). Technology Roadmap: Energy-Effcient Buildings: Heating and Cooling
Equipment; IEA: Washington, DC, USA, 2012.
3. Shaikh, P.H.; Nor, N.B.M.; Nallagownden, P.; Elamvazuthi, I.; Ibrahim, T. A review on optimized control
systems for building energy and comfort management of smart sustainable buildings. Renew. Sustain.
Energy Rev. 2014, 34, 409–429. [CrossRef]
4. Sandoval, D.; Goffin, P.; Leibundgut, H. How low exergy buildings and distributed electricity storage can
contribute to flexibility within the demand side. Appl. Energy 2017, 187, 116–127. [CrossRef]
5. Gelazanskas, L.; Gamage, K.A.A. Demand side management in smart grid: A review and proposals for
future direction. Sustain. Cities Soc. 2014, 11, 22–30. [CrossRef]
6. Lawrence, T.M.; Boudreau, M.; Helsen, L.; Henze, G.; Mohammadpour, J.; Noonan, D.; Patteeuw, D.; Pless, S.;
Watson, R.T. Ten questions concerning integrating smart buildings into the smart grid. Build. Environ. 2016,
108, 273–283. [CrossRef]
Energies 2018, 11, 631 27 of 35
7. Aste, N.; Manfren, M.; Marenzi, G. Building Automation and Control Systems and performance optimization:
A framework for analysis. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2017, 75, 313–330. [CrossRef]
8. Molina-solana, M.; Ros, M.; Ruiz, M.D.; Gómez-romero, J. Data science for building energy management: A
review. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2017, 70, 598–609. [CrossRef]
9. Capozzoli, A.; Grassi, D.; Piscitelli, M.S.; Serale, G. Discovering knowledge from a residential building stock
through data mining analysis for engineering sustainability. Energy Procedia 2015, 83, 370–379. [CrossRef]
10. Dounis, A.I.; Caraiscos, C. Advanced control systems engineering for energy and comfort management in a
building environment—A review. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2009, 13, 1246–1261. [CrossRef]
11. Oldewurtel, F.; Parisio, A.; Jones, C.N.; Gyalistras, D.; Gwerder, M.; Stauch, V.; Lehmann, B.; Morari, M. Use
of model predictive control and weather forecasts for energy efficient building climate control. Energy Build.
2012, 45, 15–27. [CrossRef]
12. Chen, C.; Wang, J.; Member, S.; Heo, Y.; Kishore, S. MPC-Based Appliance Scheduling for Residential
Building Energy Management Controller. IEEE Trans. Smart Grid 2013, 4, 1401–1410. [CrossRef]
13. Perez, K.X.; Baldea, M.; Edgar, T.F. Integrated HVAC management and optimal scheduling of smart
appliances for community peak load reduction. Energy Build. 2016, 123, 34–40. [CrossRef]
14. Parisio, A.; Wiezorek, C.; Kyntäjä, T.; Elo, J.; Johansson, K.H. An MPC-based Energy Management System for
Multiple Residential Microgrids. In Proceedings of the 2015 IEEE International Conference on Automation
Science and Engineering (CASE), Gothenburg, Sweden, 24–28 August 2015; pp. 7–14.
15. Molderink, A.; Bakker, V.; Bosman, M.G.C.; Hurink, J.L.; Smit, G.J.M. On the effects of MPC on a
domestic energy efficiency optimization methodology. In Proceedings of the 2010 IEEE International
Energy Conference and Exhibition (EnergyCon), Manama, Bahrain, 18–22 December 2010; pp. 120–125.
16. Zong, Y.; Bindner, H.W.; Gehrke, O. Different Optimal Control Strategies for Exploitation of Demand
Response in the Smart Grid. IFAC Proc. Vol. 2012, 45, 188–193. [CrossRef]
17. Youssef, K.H. Optimal management of unbalanced smart microgrids for scheduled and unscheduled
multiple transitions between grid-connected and islanded modes. Electr. Power Syst. Res. 2016, 141, 104–113.
[CrossRef]
18. Alejandro, J.; Arce, A.; Bordons, C. Electrical Power and Energy Systems Combined environmental and
economic dispatch of smart grids using distributed model predictive control. Int. J. Electr. Power Energy Syst.
2014, 54, 65–76.
19. Larsen, G.K.H.; Van Foreest, N.D.; Scherpen, J.M.A. Power supply—Demand balance in a Smart Grid: An
information sharing model for a market mechanism. Appl. Math. Model. 2014, 38, 3350–3360. [CrossRef]
20. Mirakhorli, A.; Dong, B. Occupancy behavior based model predictive control for building indoor
climate—A critical review. Energy Build. 2016, 129, 499–513. [CrossRef]
21. Afram, A.; Janabi-Sharifi, F. Theory and applications of HVAC control systems—A review of model predictive
control (MPC). Build. Environ. 2014, 72, 343–355. [CrossRef]
22. Hilliard, T.; Kavgic, M.; Swan, L. Model predictive control for commercial buildings: Trends and
opportunities. Adv. Build. Energy Res. 2016, 10, 172–190. [CrossRef]
23. American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE). 2013 ASHRAE
Handbook—Fundamentals (SI Edition); American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning
Engineers, Inc.: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2013.
24. American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE). 2015 ASHRAE
Handbook—HVAC Applications; American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers,
Inc.: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2015.
25. Prívara, S.; Cigler, J.; Vánˇa, Z.; Oldewurtel, F.; Sagerschnig, C.; Žácˇeková, E. Building modeling as a crucial
part for building predictive control. Energy Build. 2013, 56, 8–22. [CrossRef]
26. López, A.; Sánchez, L.; Doctor, F.; Hagras, H.; Callaghan, V. An evolutionary algorithm for the off-line data
driven generation of fuzzy controllers for intelligent buildings. In Proceedings of the 2004 IEEE International
Conference on Systems, Man and Cybernetics, The Hague, The Netherlands, 10–13 October 2004; Volume 1,
pp. 42–47.
27. Hagras, H.; Packharn, I.; Vanderstockt, Y.; McNulty, N.; Vadher, A.; Doctor, F. An intelligent agent based
approach for energy management in commercial buildings. In Proceedings of the 2008 IEEE International
Conference on Fuzzy Systems (IEEE World Congress on Computational Intelligence), Hong Kong, China,
1–6 June 2008; pp. 156–162.
Energies 2018, 11, 631 28 of 35
28. Beghi, A.; Cecchinato, L.; Rampazzo, M.; Simmini, F. Load forecasting for the efficient energy management
of HVAC systems. In Proceedings of the 2010 IEEE International Conference on Sustainable Energy
Technologies (ICSET), Kandy, Sri Lanka, 6–9 December 2010; pp. 1–6. [CrossRef]
29. Curtiss, P.S. Examples of Neural Networks Used for Building System Control and Energy Management.
In Proceedings of the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE)
Annual Meeting, Boston, MA, USA, 28 June–2 July 1997; Volume 103, pp. 909–913.
30. Huang, W.; Lam, H.N. Using genetic algorithms to optimize controller parameters for HVAC systems.
Energy Build. 1997, 26, 277–282. [CrossRef]
31. Alcala, R.; Benitez, J.M.; Casillas, J.; Cordon, O.; Perez, R. Fuzzy control of HVAC systems optimized by
genetic algorithms. Appl. Intell. 2003, 18, 155–177. [CrossRef]
32. Platt, G.; Li, J.; Li, R.; Poulton, G.; James, G.; Wall, J. Adaptive HVAC zone modeling for sustainable buildings.
Energy Build. 2010, 42, 412–421. [CrossRef]
33. Nassif, N. Modeling and optimization of HVAC systems using artificial neural network and genetic algorithm.
Build. Simul. 2013, 7, 237–245. [CrossRef]
34. Arabali, A.; Ghofrani, M.; Etezadi-Amoli, M.; Fadali, M.S.; Baghzouz, Y. Genetic-algorithm-based
optimization approach for energy management. IEEE Trans. Power Deliv. 2013, 28, 162–170. [CrossRef]
35. Chenari, B.; Dias Carrilho, J.; Gameiro Da Silva, M. Towards sustainable, energy-efficient and healthy
ventilation strategies in buildings: A review. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2016, 59, 1426–1447. [CrossRef]
36. Atam, E.; Helsen, L. Ground-coupled heat pumps: Part 1—Literature review and research challenges in
modeling and optimal control. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2016, 54, 1653–1667. [CrossRef]
37. Yu, Z.; Huang, G.; Haghighat, F.; Li, H.; Zhang, G. Control strategies for integration of thermal energy
storage into buildings: State-of-the-art review. Energy Build. 2015, 106, 203–215. [CrossRef]
38. Firla˛g, S.; Yazdanian, M.; Curcija, C.; Kohler, C.; Vidanovic, S.; Hart, R.; Czarnecki, S. Control algorithms for
dynamic windows for residential buildings. Energy Build. 2015, 109, 157–173. [CrossRef]
39. Wang, S.; Ma, Z. Supervisory and Optimal Control of Building HVAC Systems: A Review. HVAC&R Res.
2007, 14, 3–32.
40. Esther, B.P.; Kumar, K.S. A survey on residential Demand Side Management architecture, approaches,
optimization models and methods. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2016, 59, 342–351. [CrossRef]
41. Lazos, D.; Sproul, A.B.; Kay, M. Optimisation of energy management in commercial buildings with weather
forecasting inputs: A review. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2014, 39, 587–603. [CrossRef]
42. Naidu, D.S.; Rieger, C. Advanced control strategies for heating, ventilation, air-conditioning, and
refrigeration systems—An overview: Part I: Hard control. HVAC&R Res. 2011, 17, 2–21.
43. Kavgic, M.; Hilliard, T.; Swan, L. Opportunities for implementation of MPC in commercial buildings.
Energy Procedia 2015, 78, 2148–2153. [CrossRef]
44. Afram, A.; Janabi-sharifi, F.; Fung, A.S.; Raahemifar, K. Artificial neural network (ANN) based model
predictive control (MPC) and optimization of HVAC systems: A state of the art review and case study of a
residential HVAC system. Energy Build. 2017, 141, 96–113. [CrossRef]
45. Killian, M.; Kozek, M. Ten questions concerning model predictive control for energy efficient buildings.
Build. Environ. 2016, 105, 403–412. [CrossRef]
46. Rawlings, J.B.; Mayne, D.Q. Model Predictive Control: Theory and Design, 5th ed.; Nob Hill Pub: Madison, WI,
USA, 2012.
47. Camacho, E.F.; Bordons, C.A. Model Predictive Control, 2nd ed.; Springer: London, UK, 2007.
48. Bemporad, A.; Morari, M. Robust model predictive control: A survey. Lect. Notes Control Inf. Sci. 2007, 245,
207–226.
49. Bernardini, D.; Bemporad, A. Stabilizing model predictive control of stochastic constrained linear systems.
IEEE Trans. Autom. Control 2012, 57, 1468–1480. [CrossRef]
50. Mady, A.E.; Provan, G.M.; Ryan, C.; Brown, K.N. Stochastic Model Predictive Controller for the Integration
of Building Usage and Temperature Regulation. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Fifth AAAI Conference on
Artificial Intelligence, San Francisco, CA, USA, 7–11 August 2011; pp. 1371–1376.
51. Oldewurtel, F.; Parisio, A.; Jones, C.N.; Morari, M.; Gyalistras, D.; Gwerder, M.; Stauch, V.; Lehmann, B.;
Wirth, K. Energy efficient building climate control using Stochastic Model Predictive Control and weather
predictions. In Proceedings of the American Control Conference (ACC), Baltimore, MD, USA, 30 June–2 July 2010.
Energies 2018, 11, 631 29 of 35
52. Ma, J.; Qin, S.J.; Salsbury, T. Application of economic MPC to the energy and demand minimization of a
commercial building. J. Process Control 2014, 24, 1282–1291. [CrossRef]
53. Tran, T.; Ling, K.-V.; Maciejowski, J.M. Economic Model Predictive Control—A Review. In Proceedings of
the 31st International Symposiumon Automationand Roboticsin Constructionand Mining (ISARC), Sydney,
Australia, 9–11 July 2014; pp. 1–8.
54. Bemporad, A.; Morari, M. Control of systems integrating logic, dynamics, and constraints. Automatica 1999,
35, 407–427. [CrossRef]
55. Bemporad, A. A multiparametric quadratic programming algorithm with polyhedral computations based
on nonnegative least squares. IEEE Trans. Autom. Control 2015, 60, 2892–2903. [CrossRef]
56. Li, Z.; Han, Y.; Xu, P. Methods for benchmarking building energy consumption against its past or intended
performance: An overview. Appl. Energy 2014, 124, 325–334. [CrossRef]
57. Zhao, H.; Magoulès, F. A review on the prediction of building energy consumption. Renew. Sustain.
Energy Rev. 2012, 16, 3586–3592. [CrossRef]
58. Wang, S.; Yan, C.; Xiao, F. Quantitative energy performance assessment methods for existing buildings.
Energy Build. 2012, 55, 873–888. [CrossRef]
59. Magoulès, F.; Zhao, H. Data Mining and Machine Learning in Building Energy Analysis: Towards High Performance
Computing, 1st ed.; John Wiley & Sons Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2016.
60. Capozzoli, A.; Cerquitelli, T.; Piscitelli, M. Enhancing energy efficiency in buildings through innovative data
analytics technologies. In Next Generation Platforms for Intelligent Data Collection; Dobre, C., Xhafa, F., Eds.;
Elsevier: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2016; pp. 353–389.
61. Privara, S.; Vana, Z.; Zacekova, E.; Cigler, J. Building modeling: Selection of the most appropriate model for
predictive control. Energy Build. 2012, 55, 341–350. [CrossRef]
62. Ma, Y.; Borrelli, F.; Hencey, B.; Coffey, B.; Bengea, S.; Haves, P. Model Predictive Control for the Operation of
Building Cooling Systems. IEEE Trans. Control Syst. Technol. 2012, 20, 796–803.
63. Gyalistras, D.; Gwerder, M. Use of Weather and Occupancy Forecasts for Optimal Building Climate Control
(OptiControl): Two Years Progress Report; ETH Zurich: Zurich, Switzerland, 2009.
64. Verhelst, C.; Logist, F.; Van Impe, J.; Helsen, L. Study of the optimal control problem formulation for
modulating air-to-water heat pumps connected to a residential floor heating system. Energy Build. 2012, 45,
43–53. [CrossRef]
65. Li, X.; Wen, J. Review of building energy modeling for control and operation. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev.
2014, 37, 517–537. [CrossRef]
66. Fiorentini, M.; Cooper, P.; Ma, Z. Development and optimization of an innovative HVAC system with
integrated PVT and PCM thermal storage for a net-zero energy retrofitted house. Energy Build. 2015, 94,
21–32. [CrossRef]
67. Fiorentini, M.; Cooper, P.; Ma, Z.; Robinson, D.A. Hybrid model predictive control of a residential HVAC
system with PVT energy generation and PCM thermal storage. Energy Procedia 2015, 83, 21–30. [CrossRef]
68. Fiorentini, M.; Wall, J.; Ma, Z.; Braslavsky, J.H.; Cooper, P. Hybrid model predictive control of a residential
HVAC system with on-site thermal energy generation and storage. Appl. Energy 2017, 187, 465–479.
[CrossRef]
69. Parisio, A.; Fabietti, L.; Molinari, M.; Varagnolo, D.; Johansson, K.H. Control of HVAC systems via
scenario-based explicit MPC. In Proceedings of the 2014 IEEE 53rd Annual Conference on Decision and
Control (CDC), Los Angeles, CA, USA, 15–17 December 2014.
70. Maasoumy, M.; Sangiovanni-Vincentelli, A. Total and Peak Energy Consumption Minimization of Building
HVAC Systems Using Model Predictive Control. IEEE Des. Test Comput. 2012, 29, 26–35. [CrossRef]
71. Oldewurtel, F.; Gyalistras, D.; Gwerder, M.; Jones, C.N.; Stauch, V.; Lehmann, B.; Morari, M. Increasing
Energy Efficiency in Building Climate Control Using Weather Forecasts and Model Predictive Control.
In Proceedings of the Clima—RHEVA World Congress, Antalya, Turkey, 9–12 May 2010; p. 8.
72. Lehmann, B.; Gyalistras, D.; Gwerder, M.; Wirth, K.; Carl, S. Intermediate complexity model for Model
Predictive Control of Integrated Room Automation. Energy Build. 2013, 58, 250–262. [CrossRef]
73. Gondhalekar, R.; Oldewurtel, F.; Jones, C.N. Least-restrictive robust periodic model predictive control
applied to room temperature regulation. Automatica 2013, 49, 2760–2766. [CrossRef]
Energies 2018, 11, 631 30 of 35
74. Favoino, F.; Fiorito, F.; Cannavale, A.; Ranzi, G.; Overend, M. Optimal control and performance of
photovoltachromic switchable glazing for building integration in temperate climates. Appl. Energy 2016, 178,
943–961. [CrossRef]
75. Ascione, F.; Bianco, N.; De Stasio, C.; Mauro, G.M.; Vanoli, G.P. Simulation-based model predictive control
by the multi-objective optimization of building energy performance and thermal comfort. Energy Build. 2016,
111, 131–144. [CrossRef]
76. Ascione, F.; Bianco, N.; De Stasio, C.; Mauro, G.M.; Vanoli, G.P. A new comprehensive approach for
cost-optimal building design integrated with the multi-objective model predictive control of HVAC systems.
Sustain. Cities Soc. 2017, 31, 136–150. [CrossRef]
77. Zhao, J.; Lam, K.P.; Ydstie, B.E.; Loftness, V. Occupant-oriented mixed-mode EnergyPlus predictive control
simulation. Energy Build. 2016, 117, 362–371. [CrossRef]
78. Corbin, C.D.; Henze, G.P.; May-Ostendorp, P. A model predictive control optimization environment for
real-time commercial building application. J. Build. Perform. Simul. 2013, 6, 159–174. [CrossRef]
79. Zakula, T.; Armstrong, P.R.; Norford, L. Modeling environment for model predictive control of buildings.
Energy Build. 2014, 85, 549–559. [CrossRef]
80. Ma, Y. Model Predictive Control for Energy Efficient Buildings; University of California, Berkeley: Oakland, CA,
USA, 2012.
81. Sturzenegger, D.; Gyalistras, D.; Gwerder, M.; Sagerschnig, C.; Morari, M.; Smith, R.S. Model Predictive
Control of a Swiss office building. In Proceedings of the CLIMA 2013 11th RHEVA World Congress, Prague,
Czech Republic, 16–19 June 2013; p. 10.
82. Hensen, J.; Lamberts, R. Building Performance Simulation for Design and Operation, 1st ed.; Routledge: London,
UK, 2012.
83. Bloem, J. System Identification Applied to Building Performance Data; Joint Research Centre European
Commission: Geel, Belgium, 1994.
84. Bacher, P.; Madsen, H. Identifying suitable models for the heat dynamics of buildings. Energy Build. 2011, 43,
1511–1522. [CrossRef]
85. Sturzenegger, D.; Gyalistras, D.; Morari, M.; Smith, R.S. Semi-automated modular modeling of buildings for
model predictive control. In Proceedings of the BuildSys ’12 Fourth ACM Workshop on Embedded Sensing
Systems for Energy-Efficiency in Buildings, Toronto, ON, Canada, 6 November 2012; pp. 99–106.
86. Sturzenegger, D. Model Predictive Building Climate Control—Steps Towards Practice; ETH Zurich: Zurich,
Switzerland, 2012.
87. Andersen, K.K.; Madsen, H.; Hansen, L.H. Modelling the heat dynamics of a building using stochastic
differential equations. Energy Build. 2000, 31, 13–24. [CrossRef]
88. Kelman, A.; Borrelli, F. Bilinear Model Predictive Control of a HVAC System Using Sequential Quadratic
Programming. IFAC Proc. Vol. 2011, 44, 9869–9874. [CrossRef]
89. Sturzenegger, D. Bilinear Modeling of an Air Handling Unit for Model Predicitive Control Technical Report Models of
the Components Nonlinear AHU Model; Eidgenössische Technische Hochschule (ETH), Institut für Automatik:
Zürich, Switzerland, 2015.
90. Henze, G.P.; Kalz, D.E.; Liu, S.; Felsmann, C. Experimental analysis of model-based predictive optimal
control for active and passive building thermal storage inventory. HVAC&R Res. 2005, 11, 189–213.
91. Borrelli, F. Fast stochastic predictive control for building temperature regulation. In Proceedings of the 2012
American Control Conference (ACC), Montreal, QC, Canada, 27–29 June 2012.
92. Lauro, F.; Longobardi, L.; Panzieri, S. An adaptive distributed predictive control strategy for temperature
regulation in a multizone office building. In Proceedings of the 2014 IEEE International Workshop on
Intelligent Energy Systems (IWIES), San Diego, CA, USA, 8 October 2014; pp. 32–37.
93. Siroky, J.; Cigler, J.; Ferkl, L. Hybrid MPC approach to reconfiguration of building heating system.
In Proceedings of the 2013 Control Conference (ECC), Zurich, Switzerland, 17–19 July 2013.
94. De Cursi, E.S.; Sampaio, R. Uncertainty Quantification and Stochastic Modeling with Matlab, 1st ed.;
ISTE Press—Elsevier: London, UK, 2015.
95. Foucquier, A.; Robert, S.; Suard, F.; Stéphan, L.; Jay, A. State of the art in building modelling and energy
performances prediction: A review. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2013, 23, 272–288. [CrossRef]
96. Ren, M.J.; Wright, J.A. Adaptive Diurnal Prediction of Ambient Dry-Bulb Temperature and Solar Radiation.
HVAC&R Res. 2002, 8, 383–401.
Energies 2018, 11, 631 31 of 35
97. Florita, A.; Henze, G. Comparison of Short-Term Weather Forecasting Models for Model Predictive Control.
HVAC&R Res. 2009, 15, 835–853.
98. Khakimova, A.; Kusatayeva, A.; Shamshimova, A.; Sharipova, D.; Bemporad, A.; Familiant, Y.;
Shintemirov, A.; Ten, V.; Rubagotti, M. Optimal energy management of a small-size building via hybrid
model predictive control. Energy Build. 2017, 140, 1–8. [CrossRef]
99. Kim, S.H.; Augenbroe, G. Using the National Digital Forecast Database for model-based building controls.
Autom. Constr. 2012, 27, 170–182. [CrossRef]
100. Mayer, B.; Killian, M.; Kozek, M. Management of hybrid energy supply systems in buildings using
mixed-integer model predictive control. Energy Convers. Manag. 2015, 98, 470–483. [CrossRef]
101. Huang, H.; Chen, L.; Hu, E. A hybrid model predictive control scheme for energy and cost savings
in commercial buildings: Simulation and experiment. In Proceedings of the 2015 American Control
Conference (ACC), Chicago, IL, USA, 1–3 July 2015.
102. Vaghefi, S.A.; Jafari, M.A.; Zhu, J.; Brouwer, J.; Lu, Y. A Hybrid Physics-Based and Data Driven Approach
to Optimal Control of Building Cooling/Heating Systems. IEEE Trans. Autom. Sci. Eng. 2014, 13, 600–610.
[CrossRef]
103. Moros, P.; Bourdais, R.; Dumur, D.; Buisson, J. Distributed model predictive control for building temperature
regulation. In Proceedings of the 2010 American Control Conference (ACC), Baltimore, MD, USA,
30 June–2 July 2010.
104. Moros¸an, P.-D.; Bourdais, R.; Dumur, D.; Buisson, J. Building temperature regulation using a distributed
model predictive control. Energy Build. 2010, 42, 1445–1452. [CrossRef]
105. Ma, Y.; Anderson, G.; Borrelli, F. A Distributed Predictive Control Approach to Building Temperature
Regulation. In Proceedings of the 2011 American Control Conference (ACC), San Francisco, CA, USA,
29 June–1 July 2011.
106. Scherer, H.F.; Pasamontes, M.; Guzmán, J.L.; Álvarez, J.D.; Camponogara, E.; Normey-Rico, J.E. Efficient
building energy management using distributed model predictive control. J. Process Control 2014, 24, 740–749.
[CrossRef]
107. Long, Y.; Liu, S.; Xie, L.; Johansson, K.H. A scenario-based distributed stochastic MPC for building
temperature regulation. In Proceedings of the 2014 IEEE International Conference on IEEE Automation
Science and Engineering (CASE), Taipei, Taiwan, 18–22 August 2014.
108. Barata, F.A.; Neves-silva, R. Distributed MPC for Thermal Comfort in Buildings with Dynamically Coupled
Zones and Limited Energy. In Proceedings of the 5th Doctoral Conference on Computing, Electrical and
Industrial Systems (DoCEIS), Costa de Caparica, Portugal, 7–9 April 2014; pp. 305–312.
109. Béguery, P.; Industries, S.; Merlin, P.L. Model predictive control for energy management in buildings. Part 2:
Distributed Model Predictive Control. In Proceedings of the 4th IFAC Conference on Nonlinear Model
Predictive Control, Noordwijkerhout, The Netherlands, 23–27 August 2001; pp. 226–231.
110. Lindelof, D.; Afshari, H.; Alisafaee, M.; Biswas, J.; Caban, M.; Mocellin, X.; Viaene, J. Field tests of an adaptive,
model-predictive heating controller for residential buildings. Energy Build. 2015, 99, 292–302. [CrossRef]
111. Halvgaard, R.; Bacher, P.; Perers, B.; Andersen, E.; Furbo, S.; Jørgensen, J.B.; Poulsen, N.K.; Madsen, H.
Model predictive control for a smart solar tank based on weather and consumption forecasts. Energy Procedia
2012, 30, 270–278. [CrossRef]
112. Halvgaard, R.; Poulsen, N.K.; Madsen, H.; Jørgensen, J.B. Economic Model Predictive Control for building
climate control in a Smart Grid. In Proceedings of the 2012 IEEE PES Innovative Smart Grid Technologies
(ISGT), Washington, DC, USA, 16–20 January 2012; pp. 1–6.
113. Huang, G. Model predictive control of VAV zone thermal systems concerning bi-linearity and gain
nonlinearity. Control Eng. Pract. 2011, 19, 700–710. [CrossRef]
114. Siroky, J.; Oldewurtel, F.; Cigler, J.; Privara, S. Experimental analysis of model predictive control for an
energy efficient building heating system. Appl. Energy 2011, 88, 3079–3087. [CrossRef]
115. Sturzenegger, D.; Gyalistras, D.; Morari, M.; Smith, R.S. Model Predictive Climate Control of a Swiss Office
Building: Implementation, Results, and Cost-Benefit Analysis. IEEE Trans. Control Syst. Technol. 2016, 24,
1–12. [CrossRef]
Energies 2018, 11, 631 32 of 35
116. Yudong, M.; Borrelli, F.; Hencey, B.; Packard, A.; Bortoff, S. Model Predictive Control of thermal
energy storage in building cooling systems. In Proceedings of the CDC/CCC 48th IEEE Conference on
Decision and Control, 2009 Held Jointly with the 2009 28th Chinese Control Conference, Shanghai, China,
15–18 December 2009; pp. 392–397.
117. Wallace, M.; McBride, R.; Aumi, S.; Mhaskar, P.; House, J.; Salsbury, T. Energy efficient model predictive
building temperature control. Chem. Eng. Sci. 2012, 69, 45–58. [CrossRef]
118. Goyal, S.; Barooah, P.; Middelkoop, T. Experimental study of occupancy-based control of HVAC zones.
Appl. Energy 2015, 140, 75–84. [CrossRef]
119. Huchuk, B.; Gunay, H.B.; O’Brien, W.; Cruickshank, C.A. Model-based predictive control of office window
shades. Build. Res. Inf. 2016, 44, 445–455. [CrossRef]
120. Hilliard, T.; Swan, L.; Kavgic, M.; Qin, Z.; Lingras, P. Development of a whole building model predictive
control strategy for a LEED silver community college. Energy Build. 2016, 111, 224–232. [CrossRef]
121. Fanger, P. Thermal Comfort: Analysis and Applications in Environmental Engineering; McGraw-Hill: New York,
NY, USA, 1972.
122. International Organization for Standardization (ISO). ISO 7730:2005—Ergonomics of the Thermal
Environment—Analytical Determination and Interpretation of Thermal Comfort Using Calculation of the PMV
and PPD Indices and Local Thermal Comfort Criteria; ISO/TC159/SC5; ISO: Geneva, Switzerland, 2005.
123. American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE). Standard
55—Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy; ASHRAE: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2016.
124. Cigler, J.; Prívara, S.; Vána, Z.; Záceková, E.; Ferkl, L. Optimization of Predicted Mean Vote index within
Model Predictive Control framework: Computationally tractable solution. Energy Build. 2012, 52, 39–49.
[CrossRef]
125. Jiri, C.; Samuel, P.; Zdenek, V.; Eva, Z.; Lukas, F. On Predicted Mean Vote Optimization in Building Climate
Control. In Proceedings of the 2012 20th Mediterranean Conference on Control & Automation (MED),
Barcelona, Spain, 3–6 July 2012; pp. 1518–1523.
126. Ferreira, P.M.; Ruano, A.E.; Silva, S.; Conceição, E.Z.E. Neural networks based predictive control for thermal
comfort and energy savings in public buildings. Energy Build. 2012, 55, 238–251. [CrossRef]
127. Álvarez, J.D.; Redondo, J.L.; Camponogara, E.; Normey-Rico, J.; Berenguel, M.; Ortigosa, P.M. Optimizing
building comfort temperature regulation via model predictive control. Energy Build. 2013, 57, 361–372.
[CrossRef]
128. Castilla, M.; Álvarez, J.D.; Normey-Rico, J.E.; Rodríguez, F. Thermal comfort control using a non-linear MPC
strategy: A real case of study in a bioclimatic building. J. Process Control 2014, 24, 703–713. [CrossRef]
129. Garnier, A.; Eynard, J.; Caussanel, M.; Grieu, S. Predictive control of multizone heating, ventilation and
air-conditioning systems in non-residential buildings. Appl. Soft Comput. J. 2015, 37, 847–862. [CrossRef]
130. Chen, X.; Wang, Q.; Srebric, J. Model predictive control for indoor thermal comfort and energy optimization
using occupant feedback. Energy Build. 2015, 102, 357–369. [CrossRef]
131. Klauco, M.; Kvasnica, M. Explicit MPC approach to PMV-based thermal comfort control. In Proceedings
of the 2014 IEEE 53rd Annual Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), Los Angeles, CA, USA,
15–17 December 2014; pp. 4856–4861. [CrossRef]
132. Daum, D.; Haldi, F.; Morel, N. A personalized measure of thermal comfort for building controls.
Build. Environ. 2011, 46, 3–11. [CrossRef]
133. De Ridder, F.; Diehl, M.; Mulder, G.; Desmedt, J.; Van Bael, J. An optimal control algorithm for borehole
thermal energy storage systems. Energy Build. 2011, 43, 2918–2925. [CrossRef]
134. Li, S.; Joe, J.; Hu, J.; Karava, P. System identification and model-predictive control of office buildings with
integrated photovoltaic-thermal collectors, radiant floor heating and active thermal storage. Sol. Energy 2015,
113, 139–157. [CrossRef]
135. Preglej, A.; Rehrl, J.; Schwingshackl, D.; Steiner, I.; Horn, M.; Skrjanc, I. Energy-efficient fuzzy model-based
multivariable predictive control of a HVAC system. Energy Build. 2014, 82, 520–533. [CrossRef]
136. May-Ostendorp, P.; Henze, G.P.; Corbin, C.D.; Rajagopalan, B.; Felsmann, C. Model-predictive control of
mixed-mode buildings with rule extraction. Build. Environ. 2011, 46, 428–437. [CrossRef]
137. Vánˇa, Z.; Cigler, J.; Široký, J.; Žácˇeková, E.; Ferkl, L. Model-based energy efficient control applied to an office
building. J. Process Control 2014, 24, 790–797. [CrossRef]
Energies 2018, 11, 631 33 of 35
138. Liang, W.; Quinte, R.; Jia, X.; Sun, J.Q. MPC control for improving energy efficiency of a building air handler
for multi-zone VAVs. Build. Environ. 2015, 92, 256–268. [CrossRef]
139. Jingran, M.; Qin, S.J.; Bo, L.; Salsbury, T.; Ma, J.; Li, B. Economic model predictive control for building energy
systems. In Proceedings of the 2011 IEEE PES Innovative Smart Grid Technologies (ISGT), Anaheim, CA,
USA, 17–19 January 2011; pp. 1–6.
140. Salsbury, T.; Mhaskar, P.; Qin, S.J. Predictive control methods to improve energy efficiency and reduce
demand in buildings. Comput. Chem. Eng. 2013, 51, 77–85. [CrossRef]
141. Ma, J.; Qin, J.; Salsbury, T.; Xu, P. Demand reduction in building energy systems based on economic model
predictive control. Chem. Eng. Sci. 2012, 67, 92–100. [CrossRef]
142. Maasoumy, M.; Razmara, M.; Shahbakhti, M.; Vincentelli, A.S. Handling model uncertainty in model
predictive control for energy efficient buildings. Energy Build. 2014, 77, 377–392. [CrossRef]
143. Wei, T.; Zhu, Q.; Maasoumy, M. Co-scheduling of HVAC control, EV charging and battery usage for building
energy efficiency. In Proceedings of the 2014 IEEE/ACM International Conference on Computer-Aided
Design (ICCAD), San Jose, CA, USA, 2–6 November 2015; pp. 191–196.
144. Maasoumy, M.; Razmara, M.; Shahbakhti, M.; Sangiovanni Vincentelli, A. Selecting building predictive
control based on model uncertainty. In Proceedings of the 2014 American Control Conference (ACC),
Portland, OR, USA, 4–6 June 2014; pp. 404–411.
145. Kircher, K.J.; Zhang, K.M. Model Predictive Control of Thermal Storage for Demand Response.
In Proceedings of the 2015 American Control Conference (ACC), Chicago, IL, USA, 1–3 July 2015; pp. 956–961.
146. Cengel, Y.A.; Ghajar, A.J. Heat and Mass Transfer: Fundamentals and Applications, 5th ed.; McGraw-Hill:
New York, NY, USA, 2014.
147. Lu, Y.; Wang, S.; Sun, Y.; Yan, C. Optimal scheduling of buildings with energy generation and thermal energy
storage under dynamic electricity pricing using mixed-integer nonlinear programming. Appl. Energy 2015,
147, 49–58. [CrossRef]
148. Cimini, G.; Bemporad, A.; Bernardini, D. ODYS QP Solver, ODYS S.r.l. Available online: http://odys.it/qp
(accessed on 10 March 2018).
149. De Coninck, R.; Helsen, L. Practical implementation and evaluation of model predictive control for an office
building in Brussels. Energy Build. 2016, 111, 290–298. [CrossRef]
150. Huang, H.; Chen, L.; Hu, E. A new model predictive control scheme for energy and cost savings in
commercial buildings: An airport terminal building case study. Build. Environ. 2015, 89, 203–216. [CrossRef]
151. Hazyuk, I.; Ghiaus, C.; Penhouet, D. Model Predictive Control of thermal comfort as a benchmark for
controller performance. Autom. Constr. 2014, 43, 98–109. [CrossRef]
152. Bengea, S.C.; Kelman, A.D.; Borrelli, F.; Taylor, R.; Bengea, S.C.; Kelman, A.D.; Narayanan, S. Implementation
of model predictive control for an HVAC system in a mid-size commercial building. HVAC&R Res. 2014, 20,
121–135.
153. Privara, S.; Siroky, J.; Ferkl, L.; Cigler, J. Model predictive control of a building heating system: The first
experience. Energy Build. 2011, 43, 564–572. [CrossRef]
154. Oldewurtel, F.; Ulbig, A.; Parisio, A.; Morari, M. Reducing Peak Electricity Demand in Building Climate
Control using Real-Time Pricing and Model Predictive Control. In Proceedings of the 2010 49th IEEE
Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), Atlanta, GA, USA, 15–17 December 2010; pp. 1927–1932.
155. Paris, B.; Eynard, J.; Grieu, S.; Talbert, T.; Polit, M. Heating control schemes for energy management in
buildings. Energy Build. 2010, 42, 1908–1917. [CrossRef]
156. Coffey, B.; Haghighat, F.; Morofsky, E.; Kutrowski, E. A software framework for model predictive control
with GenOpt. Energy Build. 2010, 42, 1084–1092. [CrossRef]
157. Ghiaus, C.; Hazyuk, I. Calculation of optimal thermal load of intermittently heated buildings. Energy Build.
2010, 42, 1248–1258. [CrossRef]
158. Karlsson, H.; Hagentoft, C.-E. Application of model based predictive control for water-based floor heating in
low energy residential buildings. Build. Environ. 2011, 46, 556–569. [CrossRef]
159. Avci, M.; Erkoc, M.; Rahmani, A.; Asfour, S. Model predictive HVAC load control in buildings using real-time
electricity pricing. Energy Build. 2013, 60, 199–209. [CrossRef]
160. Berkenkamp, F.; Gwerder, M. Hybrid model predictive control of stratified thermal storages in buildings.
Energy Build. 2014, 84, 233–240. [CrossRef]
Energies 2018, 11, 631 34 of 35
161. Hu, J.; Karava, P. A state-space modeling approach and multi-level optimization algorithm for predictive
control of multi-zone buildings with mixed-mode cooling. Build. Environ. 2014, 80, 259–273. [CrossRef]
162. Hu, J.; Karava, P. Model predictive control strategies for buildings with mixed-mode cooling. Build. Environ.
2014, 71, 233–244. [CrossRef]
163. Chandan, V.; Alleyne, A.G. Decentralized predictive thermal control for buildings. J. Process Control 2014, 24,
820–835. [CrossRef]
164. Touretzky, C.R.; Baldea, M. Nonlinear model reduction and model predictive control of residential buildings
with energy recovery. J. Process Control 2014, 24, 723–739. [CrossRef]
165. Herrera, E.; Bourdais, R.; Guéguen, H. Predictive and interactive controllers for solar absorption cooling
systems in buildings. J. Process Control 2014, 24, 836–845. [CrossRef]
166. Touretzky, C.R.; Baldea, M. Integrating scheduling and control for economic MPC of buildings with energy
storage. J. Process Control 2014, 24, 1292–1300. [CrossRef]
167. Dobbs, J.R.; Hencey, B.M. Model predictive HVAC control with online occupancy model. Energy Build. 2014,
82, 675–684. [CrossRef]
168. Goyal, S.; Ingley, H.A.; Barooah, P. Occupancy-based zone-climate control for energy-efficient buildings:
Complexity vs. performance. Appl. Energy 2013, 106, 209–221. [CrossRef]
169. Herrera, E.; Bourdais, R.; Guéguen, H. A hybrid predictive control approach for the management of an
energy production-consumption system applied to a TRNSYS solar absorption cooling system for thermal
comfort in buildings. Energy Build. 2015, 104, 47–56. [CrossRef]
170. Zakula, T.; Armstrong, P.R.; Norford, L. Advanced cooling technology with thermally activated building
surfaces and model predictive control. Energy Build. 2015, 86, 640–650. [CrossRef]
171. Boo, C.-J.; Kim, J.-H.; Kim, H.-C.; Lee, K.Y. Building Indoor Temperature Control Using Model Predictive
Control in Cooling Systems. IFAC-PapersOnLine 2015, 48, 316–320. [CrossRef]
172. Zhao, Y.; Lu, Y.; Yan, C.; Wang, S. MPC-based optimal scheduling of grid-connected low energy buildings
with thermal energy storages. Energy Build. 2015, 86, 415–426. [CrossRef]
173. Feng, J.; Chuang, F.; Borrelli, F.; Bauman, F. Model predictive control of radiant slab systems with evaporative
cooling sources. Energy Build. 2015, 87, 199–210. [CrossRef]
174. Marušic´, A.; Loncˇar, D. Model predictive control in small family house: Extravagance or future of energy
consumption in households. IFAC-PapersOnLine 2015, 28, 701–702. [CrossRef]
175. Brooks, J.; Kumar, S.; Goyal, S.; Subramany, R.; Barooah, P. Energy-efficient control of under-actuated HVAC
zones in commercial buildings. Energy Build. 2015, 93, 160–168. [CrossRef]
176. Killian, M.; Mayer, B.; Kozek, M. Cooperative fuzzy model predictive control for heating and cooling of
buildings. Energy Build. 2016, 112, 130–140. [CrossRef]
177. Chen, X.; Wang, Q.; Srebric, J. Occupant feedback based model predictive control for thermal comfort and
energy optimization: A chamber experimental evaluation. Appl. Energy 2016, 164, 341–351. [CrossRef]
178. Yao, J.; Costanzo, G.T.; Zhu, G.; Wen, B. Power Admission Control with Predictive Thermal Management in
Smart Buildings. IEEE Trans. Ind. Electron. 2015, 62, 2642–2650. [CrossRef]
179. Razmara, M.; Maasoumy, M.; Shahbakhti, M.; Robinett, R.D. Optimal exergy control of building HVAC
system. Appl. Energy 2015, 156, 555–565. [CrossRef]
180. Razmara, M.; Maasoumy, M.; Shahbakhti, M.; Rush, D.R. Exergy-Based Model Predictive Control for
Building HVAC Systems. In Proceedings of the 2015 American Control Conference (ACC), Chicago, IL, USA,
1–3 July 2015; pp. 1677–1682.
181. Zhao, J.; Lam, K.P.; Ydstie, B.E.; Karaguzel, O.T. EnergyPlus model-based predictive control within
design–build–operate energy information modelling infrastructure. J. Build. Perform. Simul. 2015, 8,
121–134. [CrossRef]
182. Baoti, M.; Novoselnik, B.; Cesi, J.; Petrovi, I. Nonlinear Model Predictive Control for Energy Efficient Housing
with Modern Construction Materials. In Proceedings of the 2015 IEEE Sensors Applications Symposium
(SAS), Zadar, Croatia, 13–15 April 2015; pp. 1–6.
183. Majumdar, A.; Setter, J.L.; Dobbs, J.R.; Hencey, B.M.; Albonesi, D.H. Energy-comfort optimization using
discomfort history and probabilistic occupancy prediction. In Proceedings of the 2014 International Green
Computing Conference (IGCC), Dallas, TX, USA, 3–5 November 2015; pp. 1–10.
Energies 2018, 11, 631 35 of 35
184. Mayer, B.; Killian, M.; Kozek, M. Cooperative and hierarchical fuzzy MPC for building heating control.
In Proceedings of the Fuzzy Systems (FUZZ-IEEE), 2014 IEEE International Conference on, Beijing, China,
6–11 July 2014; pp. 1054–1059.
185. Mantovani, G.; Ferrarini, L. Temperature Control of a Commercial Building with Model Predictive Control
Techniques. IEEE Trans. Ind. Electron. 2015, 62, 2651–2660. [CrossRef]
186. Carrascal, E.; Garrido, I.; Garrido, A.J.; Sala, J.M. Model Predictive Control for the heating system of a public
building. In Proceedings of the World Automation Congress (WAC), Waikoloa, HI, USA, 3–7 August 2014;
pp. 433–438.
187. Taneja, J.; Ieee, S.M.; Culler, D.; Ieee, F.; Tomlin, C.; Ieee, F. Reducing Transient and Steady State Electricity
Consumption in HVAC Using Learning-Based Model-Predictive Control. Proc. IEEE 2012, 100, 240–253.
188. Aswani, A.; Master, N.; Taneja, J.; Krioukov, A.; Culler, D.; Tomlin, C. Energy-Efficient Building HVAC
Control Using Hybrid System LBMPC. IFAC Proc. Vol. 2012, 45, 496–501. [CrossRef]
189. Li, X.; Malkawi, A. Multi-objective optimization for thermal mass model predictive control in small and
medium size commercial buildings under summer weather conditions. Energy 2016, 112, 1194–1206.
[CrossRef]
190. Vega Lara, B.G.; Castellanos Molina, L.M.; Monteagudo Yanes, J.P.; Rodríguez Borroto, M.A. Offset-free
model predictive control for an energy efficient tropical island hotel. Energy Build. 2016, 119, 283–292.
[CrossRef]
191. Acosta, A.; González, A.I.; Zamarreño, J.M.; Álvarez, V. Energy savings and guaranteed thermal comfort in
hotel rooms through nonlinear model predictive controllers. Energy Build. 2016, 129, 59–68. [CrossRef]
192. O’Dwyer, E.; De Tommasi, L.; Kouramas, K.; Cychowski, M.; Lightbody, G. Modelling and disturbance
estimation for model predictive control in building heating systems. Energy Build. 2016, 130, 532–545.
[CrossRef]
193. Zong, Y.; Böning, G.M.; Santos, R.M.; You, S.; Hu, J.; Han, X. Challenges of implementing economic model
predictive control strategy for buildings interacting with smart energy systems. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2017, 114,
1476–1486. [CrossRef]
194. Dwyer, E.O.; De Tommasi, L.; Kouramas, K.; Cychowski, M.; Lightbody, G. Control Engineering Practice
Prioritised objectives for model predictive control of building heating systems. Control Eng. Pract. 2017, 63,
57–68. [CrossRef]
195. Cigler, J.; Tomáško, P.; Široký, J. BuildingLAB: A tool to analyze performance of model predictive controllers
for buildings. Energy Build. 2013, 57, 34–41. [CrossRef]
196. Huang, H.; Chen, L.; Mohammadzaheri, M.; Hu, E. A new zone temperature predictive modeling for energy
saving in buildings. Procedia Eng. 2012, 49, 142–151. [CrossRef]
197. Samad, T. A survey on industry impact and challenges thereof. IEEE Control Syst. 2017, 37, 17–18. [CrossRef]
© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
